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 Mitigated Negative Declaration  
 
Project Name:  Commerce Energy Storage Project 

Project Address:  6904 East Slauson Avenue, Commerce, CA 90040 

Applicant: Commerce Energy Storage, LLC, 5000 Hopyard Road, Suite 480, Pleasanton, CA 94588 

City and County: City of Commerce, Los Angeles County 

Description: The City of Commerce, in its capacity as the Lead Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is reviewing a request by Commerce Energy Storage, LLC to 
construct and operate a battery energy storage system on a vacant approximately 2.6-acre site in the 
City’s Redevelopment Project Area 1 in the Commerce Park Planning Area.  The site could include 
facilities on an approximately 0.08-acre vacant parcel that would be purchased from the City and was the 
location of a previously abandoned City water supply well. The Project is designed to receive, store, and 
discharge electricity conveyed from and to Southern California Edison’s high voltage electric grid. The 
Project is not an energy generator and there are no air or water emissions created by its operation.  
Lithium-ion batteries and control equipment would be housed in either a single-story building or a series 
of purpose-built free-standing enclosures. The batteries, together with related control equipment including 
inverters, transformers, and a small onsite substation, would connect to the existing Southern California 
Edison (SCE) Laguna Bell Substation via a new approximately 0.4-mile long underground electric tie-line 
to be installed in Garfield Avenue. The tie-line would transition from underground to overhead at a “riser 
pole” at the Laguna Bell Substation.  The facility would operate year-round and would be available to 
receive, store or deliver energy 24 hours a day, 365 days a year.  The Project is designed for remote 
operation and would be unoccupied with occasional inspection and maintenance visits. Due to its 
unmanned operation, it would generate negligible vehicle trips during operation. Operation of the facility 
would not require water except as required for fire protection. Because the site would not be occupied and 
energy storage represents a higher use than unused parking, the Applicant is requesting a variance from 
standard warehouse parking requirements and has designed the facility with three parking places. 

 
Findings:   The environmental analysis provided in the attached Initial Study concludes that the proposed 
project with mitigation will not result in any potentially significant environmental impact.  For this 
reason, the City of Commerce determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA 
document for the proposed project.  The following findings may also be made based on the analysis 
contained in the attached Initial Study: 

• The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. 

• The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage 
of long-term goals. 

• The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable, when considering planned or proposed development in the City. 

• The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect humans, either 
directly or indirectly. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Project Overview 
 
Commerce Energy Storage, LLC (CES or Applicant) has submitted applications to the City of 
Commerce (City) for construction and operation of a battery energy storage facility (Project) on 
an approximately 2.6-acre site (Site) located south of Slauson Avenue and east of Garfield 
Avenue at 6904 East Slauson Avenue (APNs 6356-017-028 and 6356-017-900), Commerce, 
California (Figure 1).  The Site is vacant and surrounded by commercial and industrial land uses 
consisting of warehousing, manufacturing, and office space.  
 
The project is the construction and operation of a utility scale battery energy storage system 
comprised of lithium-ion batteries and control equipment housed in either a single-story building 
or a series of purpose-built free-standing enclosures. The batteries, together with related control 
equipment including inverters, transformers, and a small onsite substation, would connect to the 
existing Southern California Edison (SCE) Laguna Bell substation via a new approximately 0.4-
mile long underground electric tie-line in to be installed in Garfield Avenue. The Laguna Bell 
substation is located at the southwest quadrant of the intersection of Garfield Avenue and 
Randolph Avenue. The tie-line would transition from underground to overhead at a “riser pole” 
at the Laguna Bell Substation. 
 
The Project is designed to receive, store, and discharge electricity conveyed from and to 
Southern California Edison’s high voltage electric grid. The Project is not an energy generator 
and there would be no air or water emissions created by its operation. This Project would 
improve the efficiency of California’s electric transmission system and facilitate more efficient 
use of renewable energy generation resources in California by storing energy generated during 
the day and discharging it at times when renewable resources are less available. In doing so, 
the Project would improve grid reliability and help avoid rolling blackouts similar to those seen in 
the summer of 2020. The need for facilities such as this one is immediate; on July 30th, 2021, 
Governor Newsom declared a State of Emergency in California regarding statewide electricity 
shortages caused by climate change, drought, and wildfires. The Governor called upon 
agencies across the State to take actions to expedite approval of battery energy storage 
systems to bring capacity online in 2022 and beyond.  
 
In addition to addressing this urgent statewide need for electric reliability, the Project would 
provide local and regional economic benefits from construction jobs, operations jobs, sales 
taxes, property taxes, and diversification of the local economy. The facility would be unoccupied 
and is designed for full remote operation so there would be minimal new demand on City 
services. At the same time, the Project would put a high value use on a Site that is currently 
vacant with limited use opportunity due to residual environmental contamination.  The Site 
occurs on a portion of a property referred to as the CAMEO (California Metal Enameling 
Company) site that has been investigated and remediated by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) for past releases of hazardous materials to soil and groundwater. 
Prior to construction of the energy storage system, CES would enter into an agreement with 
DTSC to purchase the affected portion of the CAMEO site, take over maintenance and 
monitoring, and record a land use covenant following transfer of title.  The land use covenant 
would include maintenance requirements and land use restrictions deemed necessary by DTSC 
to prevent unsafe exposure to residual impacted groundwater and/or soils.   
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The Project would require various approvals including: 
• Conditional Use Permit (City of Commerce); 
• Variance (parking) (City of Commerce); 
• License Agreement (or similar agreement) for underground electric tie-line and other 

utilities (City of Commerce); 
• Flood Permit (Los Angeles County Flood Control District); and 
• Purchase of an approximately 0.08-acre vacant parcel (APN 6356-017-900) from the 

City and Certificate of Compliance to merge the purchased parcel with APN 6356-017-
028. 

 

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act 
 
Discretionary approvals required for CES constitute a “project” as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the 
“CEQA Guidelines” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq), and are 
thereby subject to the requirements of CEQA.  For purposes of CEQA, the term “project” refers 
to the whole of an action which has the potential to result in a direct physical change or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15378).  As the principal public agency responsible for approval of the Commerce Energy 
Storage Project, the City is the “lead agency” overseeing and administering the CEQA 
environmental review process. 
 
As set forth in various provisions of the CEQA Statute (e.g., Section 21080), before deciding 
whether to approve a project, public agencies must consider the potential significant 
environmental impacts of the project and must identify feasible measures to minimize these 
impacts.  Pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15064, if any aspect of the proposed project, 
either individually or cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment, regardless 
of whether the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) must be prepared. 
 
This Initial Study is a factual document, prepared in conformance with CEQA, and written for the 
purpose of making the public and decision-makers aware of the potential environmental 
consequences of the Project.  For any Project impact that is considered potentially “significant,” 
the Initial Study identifies mitigation measures, where feasible, to reduce or avoid the significant 
effect.  Before any action can be taken to approve the Project, the City must certify that it has 
reviewed and considered the information in the Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and that this document has been completed in conformity with the requirements of 
CEQA.  Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration does not approve or deny the Project. 

1.3 Environmental Review 
 
Consistent with CEQA, this Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is a public 
information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate 
potential environmental consequences of the proposed Project and to recommend mitigation 
measures and/or standard conditions of approval to lessen or eliminate adverse impacts. 
 
This Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for public review for thirty 
days, during which time written comments may be submitted to: 
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Knarik Vizcarra 
City of Commerce Planning Division 
2535 Commerce Way 
Commerce, CA 90040 
KVizcarra@ci.commerce.ca.us 

mailto:KVizcarra@ci.commerce.ca.us
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
An aerial photograph of the Site and surrounding properties is shown in Figure 2.  The Project 
would develop the Site with buildings or enclosures and related improvements for a utility scale 
energy storage system and ancillary equipment including an onsite substation.  An 
approximately 0.4-mile underground and overhead 220 Kilovolt (kV) electric tie-line would be 
installed along primarily along Garfield Avenue as shown in Figure 3 to connect the Site with the 
Laguna Bell Substation. The Project Site is vacant.  No demolition is needed other than removal 
of concrete near the south end of the site and removal of existing fencing.  Photographs of 
existing conditions at the Site are provided in Appendix A. 

2.1 Project Design 
 
Batteries and control equipment would be housed either in a single-story building or purpose-
built free-standing enclosures.  The preliminary site plan for these configurations is provided in 
Figures 4a and 4b.  Additional preliminary design drawings and details are provided in Appendix 
B.  
If a building is used (“building option”), the tallest building features would be on the order of 40 
feet high.  The building interior would have battery storage racks separated by aisles, with relay 
and communications systems for automated monitoring and managing of the batteries to ensure 
design performance and system life. Batteries operate with direct current (DC) electricity that 
must be converted to alternating current (AC) for compatibility with the existing electric grid.  
Power inverters to convert between AC and DC would be located outside the buildings along 
with transformers that would step up the voltage.   
 
If enclosures are used (“enclosure option”), the battery enclosures would be arranged in an 
array along with inverters and transformers to convert voltage and current between the batteries 
and the onsite substation. Minimal grading is required to smooth the site with a gentle slope for 
positive drainage.  The electrical equipment area would be surfaced with asphalt or concrete so 
the impervious Project footprint would be the same for either the building or enclosure option.  
 
The majority of the Site would be finished with concrete, asphalt, or other impervious surfacing 
to minimize stormwater infiltration since impacted soils remain following DTSC’s remediation.  
For either the building or enclosure option, the Site design includes a perimeter road.  The 
developed area would be graded to direct stormwater runoff toward the east and west perimeter 
road segments. The roads would be paved and would direct runoff to drop inlets and 
underground pipes.  Underground stormwater retention would be provided to retain the increase 
in peak flow that would otherwise occur due to the introduction of new impervious surfaces. An 
approximately 18-inch diameter pipe would convey stormwater drainage from the Site to the 
existing Los Angeles County Flood Control storm drain either west of the Site in Garfield 
Avenue or north of the Site in Slauson Avenue. 
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The Site would be fenced.  Because the Project would be unoccupied and operated remotely, 
and because energy storage provides a higher use of space than unused parking at an 
unoccupied facility, CES is applying for a variance from standard parking requirements for 
warehousing and the facility is designed with three designated parking spaces.    
 
The Project includes an onsite substation with switchgear and a step-up transformer to convert 
medium voltage power to the 220 kV needed for compatibility with the voltage at the point of 
interconnection (POI) to the electric grid. The substation area would be fenced in accordance 
with high voltage electric code requirements and would include an approximately 24-foot wide x 
50-foot high H-frame structure with switches, lightning arrestors, and metering equipment.  The 
onsite substation would be connected to the existing SCE Laguna Bell Substation with an 
underground power line and redundant dedicated fiber optic lines. One or more fiber optic lines 
would be co-located with the underground electric tie-line; a fiber optic line may also be installed 
overhead on existing poles on Garfield Avenue.   
 
The underground portion of the electric tie-line would consist of conduits containing electric 
power cables, fiber optic communications cable, and a grounding conductor, within an 
approximately three foot wide and three foot deep high strength concrete encasement that 
would be a minimum of three feet below the surface.  The location of existing utilities would 
need to be confirmed in detail for final design, however, preliminary investigations identified the 
westernmost southbound lane of Garfield Avenue to be the likely location for the electric tie-line. 
The preliminary design includes two underground splice vaults along the route beneath Garfield 
Avenue.  The splice vaults are expected to be approximately 8 feet wide by 26 feet long by 8 
feet deep. At the Laguna Bell Substation, the underground electric tie-line would exit the 
Garfield Avenue right-of-way and then transition from underground to overhead on Southern 
California Edison’s substation property at a new approximately 85-foot high steel riser pole from 
which the cables would be connected to the substation with an overhead connection.   

2.2 Operation  
 
The Project would operate year-round and would be available to receive or deliver energy 24 
hours a day, 365 days a year.  The Project is designed for remote operation and would be 
unoccupied with occasional inspection and maintenance visits, conservatively estimated to be 
approximately one visit per day.  
 
After construction and successful testing of the new tie-line, access to the underground tie-line 
splice vaults in Garfield Avenue would not be required except for infrequent, periodic 
inspections based on the cable supplier’s recommendations.  Inspections would take 
approximately 4 hours. 
 
Due to its unmanned operation, the Project would generate negligible vehicle trips during 
operation. Operation of the facility would not create emissions to air or water, would not require 
sanitary facilities, and would not require a water supply except for fire protection. Project 
operations would not generate loud noise. Based on analysis of other battery energy storage 
projects, noise levels would be less than 75 decibels (dBA) 20 feet from the equipment (LSA, 
2017 and 2021) so the Project is expected to conform with the City’s 75 dBA Industrial land use 
noise limit. CES would provide Project-specific noise modelling results to the City once 
equipment vendors have been selected and prior to issuance of building permits to demonstrate 
compliance with the noise limit.  
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The unoccupied system would generate little waste.  At the end of battery life, battery modules 
would be removed from the battery racks and returned to the manufacturer or their approved 
recycling partner(s) for dismantling, material processing and recovery.  Other waste from Site 
maintenance would be removed from the Site and managed in accordance with applicable 
regulations.  Oil-filled equipment (e.g. transformers) is operated closed and sealed. 
 
As part of an agreement with DTSC, CES would implement an Operations and Maintenance 
Plan for the Site and Project operations would include continued monitoring of chromium 
concentrations in groundwater at the Site by the Applicant.  Past monitoring has shown a 
decreasing trend following the remediation activities completed to date.  Once DTSC approves 
a No Further Action designation for Site groundwater, the remaining monitoring wells would be 
properly abandoned.  The draft Operation and Maintenance Plan is provided in Appendix C. 

2.3 Safety 
 
Each battery module would be monitored for electrical current, voltage, and temperature in 
order to optimize performance, mitigate potential failures, and prevent upset.  Batteries 
performing out of specification would be immediately taken offline by the automated monitoring 
system. The system would be designed and constructed to comply with all applicable codes in 
effect in the City including the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Codes and 
Standards, National Electrical Code and California Fire Code. The Project would be constructed 
to meet all Los Angeles County Fire Department requirements including gate access, onsite 
road design, fire hydrants and other fire safety requirements.   
 
The building or alternative purpose-built enclosures would be outfitted with fire suppression 
systems to meet or exceed all fire safety codes and standards.  Fire protection would include 
prevention, suppression, and isolation methods and materials.  At a minimum, this would 
include smoke/fire detection sensors; ground fault detection, alarms, and systems for automatic 
shutdown of cooling fans and opening of electrical contacts in the battery system; and systems 
for automatic release of a fire suppression agent appropriate to the battery technology. 
Typically, such systems use a clean fire suppression agent such as DuPont's FE-25, FM-200, or 
3M's Novek 1230 and/or water sprinkler or mist systems as may be required by fire code. 

2.4 Construction 
 
Construction and equipment installation is expected to take 6 to 12 months including Site 
grading, stormwater controls, battery building construction or battery enclosure installation, 
outdoor electrical equipment installation, onsite substation construction, and installation of the 
underground electric tie-line and fiber optic lines. Construction may occur in phases.  
Construction staging and parking would occur either on-site, on the parcel adjacent to the east, 
or on another nearby suitable property.  Final grading and building plans would be subject to 
approval by the City Engineering Division.   
 
Approximately 15 palm trees on the Site would be removed prior to or concurrent with initial 
grading.  If removal of the trees would occur during nesting season (February 15 to August 31), 
CES would have a qualified biologist evaluate the trees for the possible presence of active bird 
nests within 5 days prior to tree removal and if any active nest of a protected bird is found, CES 
would avoid disturbance to the nest by implementing a setback area around the nest in 
accordance with recommendations of the qualified biologist following California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) guidance.   
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Sanitary facilities during construction would be provided by portable self-contained units 
maintained by a licensed contractor. 
 
Construction of the underground electric tie-line is expected to occur within Garfield Avenue and 
would be subject to the requirements of a License Agreement (or other similar agreement) and 
Encroachment Permit issued by the City of Commerce. Open trench methods for construction 
would be used where possible and the jack-and-bore method would be used at railroad 
crossings. The preliminary underground tie-line design anticipates the trenching depth would 
typically range from seven to 12 feet deep with deepest locations approximately 16 feet. To 
ensure safe, efficient, and continuous traffic operations on Garfield Avenue during construction, 
construction of the tie-line and implementation of any lane closures would be limited to the 
hours allowed by the encroachment permit on major arterial roads (i.e. Monday through Friday 
9:00 PM to 6:00 AM and Saturday and Sunday, 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM). Temporary use of 
Garfield Avenue during construction would require temporary closing of a series of 
approximately 25 – 30 foot wide segments. At no point during construction would Garfield 
Avenue be completely closed to traffic in either direction. Construction of the trench would begin 
with excavation followed by installation of conduit and pouring concrete before backfilling the 
trench. It is expected that the tie-line would be constructed in approximately 200-foot lengths 
over the course of three to four days for each length for an estimated construction duration of 
one month.  Work at some locations such as at splice vaults and jack-and-bore crossings of the 
railroads could take approximately two weeks due to the limited hours allowed for lane closures. 
Following construction each night, steel plates would be placed on top of open or unpaved road 
sections to ensure safe vehicle operations the following day. A Traffic Control Plan would be 
prepared prior to issuance of an encroachment permit to ensure continuous and safe traffic 
operations on Garfield Avenue in both directions during the entire construction period within 
Garfield Avenue.  
 
The water table in the area is estimated to be below 100 feet below ground surface. In the 
unlikely event that groundwater is encountered during tie line construction, it would be pumped 
from the construction area into trucks and hauled offsite for safe disposal in compliance with 
Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. 
 
Following construction of the tie-line, the portions of Garfield Avenue subject to disturbance by 
permanent and temporary construction would be repaved and restored to the condition and 
quality which existed there prior to construction. 
 
Project construction would adhere to all applicable emission control requirements of South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) including, but not limited to, Rule 403 for 
control of fugitive dust emissions during construction.  Key dust controls during construction 
would include: 
 

• Water would be applied to disturbed soil areas during grading until the disturbed surface 
is stabilized.   Watering would occur at least three times during a normal 8-hour workday 
at approximate 3-hour intervals.  

• Haul trucks transporting soil, sand or other loose material offsite would be covered and 
would be loaded to maintain a freeboard of six inches. 

• Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented to minimize track-out onto 
adjacent public streets. 

• A 15 mile per hour speed limit would be used for Site roadways until stabilized with 
gravel or other treatment to minimize dust. 
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• Disturbed surfaces would be stabilized as soon as practical. 

2.5 Schedule 
 
CES estimates construction would take six to 12 months and can begin upon receipt of needed 
authorizations.     
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3.0 CEQA INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

 
  
1. 

 
Project title: Commerce Energy Storage, LLC 

 
2. 

 
Contact person and phone number:   
Knarik Vizcarra 
Contract Planner 
City of Commerce Planning Division 
2535 Commerce Way 
Commerce, CA 90040 
KVizcarra@ci.commerce.ca.us  

3. 
 
Project location:  6904 E. Slauson Ave. Commerce, CA 90040 

 
4. 

 
Project sponsor's name and address:  
Commerce Energy Storage, LLC 
c/o Matthew Gilliland  
5000 Hopyard Road, Suite 480 
Pleasanton, CA 94588  

5. 
 
General plan designation:  Industrial 
 

 
6. 

 
Zoning: Heavy Manufacturing (M-2) 

 
7. 

 
Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary 
for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)  
Refer to Project Description preceding this Checklist and Preliminary Site Plans in Appendix B.   

8. 
 
Surrounding land uses and setting (briefly describe the project's surroundings): 
The Project Site occurs in an urban setting east of Garfield Avenue and south of Slauson 
Avenue. The Site is currently vacant and within an area designated as a redevelopment zone 
by the City.  Surrounding uses are commercial and industrial.  The site is bordered to the west 
and south by railroad spur tracks.  There are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity.  

10. 
 
Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
The proposed Project would be required to obtain coverage under the State General National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for discharges of stormwater from 
construction projects.  This permit is administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) and is in place for use by applicants upon filing of a satisfactory Permit Registration 
Documents.  The NPDES general permit is not a discretionary permit and, therefore, not 
subject to CEQA.  Additional approvals that may be needed for the Project include: 

• Conditional Use Permit (City of Commerce); 
• Variance (parking) (City of Commerce); 
• License Agreement (or similar agreement) for underground electric tie-line and other 

utilities (City of Commerce); 
• Flood Permit (LA County Flood Control); and 
• Purchase of an approximately 0.08-acre vacant parcel (APN 6356-017-900) from the 

City and Certificate of Compliance to merge the purchased parcel with APN 6356-017-
028. 

mailto:KVizcarra@ci.commerce.ca.us
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3.3 Evaluation of Impacts 
 
 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is in an urban area and would not impact any scenic vista.   

 
b) Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: No designated or eligible State scenic highways occur in the vicinity.  The Site is 
relatively flat and currently vacant and largely hidden from views from Garfield and Slauson 
Avenues due to being a flat lot surrounded by existing industrial buildings.  There are no rock 
outcroppings, historic buildings, scenic tree stands or other scenic resources on the Site or 
electric line route.  Considering these factors, there would be no impact to scenic resources. 
 
c) Substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The Site is relatively flat and was previously developed, 
demolished, and remediated for hazardous materials releases.  It is in the midst of an 
urbanized area and is largely hidden from views by surrounding commercial and industrial 
buildings.  Existing uses surrounding the proposed Project are industrial and commercial 
developments.  If the enclosure option is used, the scale and character of the Site would be 
similar to large truck and shipping container storage areas that are common in the vicinity.  If 
the building option is used, the tallest building features would be on the order of 40 feet and 
their height and size would be of similar or smaller scale than surrounding warehouses. The 
building design would be similar to other modern warehouse style buildings in the area. The 
substation H-Frame could be on the order of 50-feet tall but buildings surrounding all sides of 
the Site would block views from most directions and prevent it from becoming a dominant 
visual feature.  The electric tie-line would be underground offsite in Garfield Avenue and 
would transition to aboveground at an approximately 85 foot high steel riser pole at the 
Laguna Bell Substation. Overhead lines would extend into the substation from the riser pole. 
The riser pole would be located on the SCE Laguna Bell Substation parcel approximately 50 
feet away from Garfield Avenue where mature trees adjacent to Garfield Avenue would 
provide some visual shielding to views of the riser pole and overhead lines into the 
substation.  Considering these factors, the Project would not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the Site and its surroundings.   
 
d) Create a new source of substantial 
light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project would normally be unoccupied.  Lighting would be provided only as 
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needed for safety and security such as at access gates and doorways to buildings. If used, 
lighting would be motion-activated, directed downward, and shielded to minimize visibility 
from offsite. The Site is blocked from most views by surrounding buildings so lighting would 
not be noticeable.   As shown in the Preliminary Site Plans, if batteries are housed in 
buildings, they would be single-story warehouse-type architecture that would not be a 
substantial source of glare.  Considering these factors, the Project would not create a new 
source of light or glare that could adversely affect day or nighttime views.  Therefore, there 
would be no impact.   
 
 
II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES -- In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Dept. of Conservation as 
an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In 
determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment project; and the 
forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in the Forest Protocols adopted 
by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

 
   

 
 

 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: No farmlands occur on or in the vicinity of the proposed Project so no farmlands 
would be affected by the Project. 
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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contract? 

No Impact: No lands zoned for agriculture occur on or in the vicinity of the proposed Project 
so no lands zoned for agriculture or under a Williamson Act contract would be affected by the 
Project. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)) or timberland (as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 
 

  
 

 
 

 

No Impact: No lands zoned forest land, timberland or timberland production occur on or in the 
vicinity of the proposed Project so no lands zoned forest land, timberland or timberland 
production would be affected by the Project. 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

  
 

 
 

 

 No Impact: No forest lands occur on or in the vicinity of the proposed Project so no forest 
lands would be affected by the Project. 
 
e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The proposed Project comprises infill development in an urbanized area.  There 
are no farmlands or forest lands on or in the vicinity of the proposed Project that could be 
affected.  The proposed Project does not include any action that would result in rezoning or 
conversion of agricultural or forest land.  Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

    

 
a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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Less than Significant Impact: The proposed Project would be located within the jurisdiction 
of the SCAQMD.  The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any 
applicable air quality plan.  The Project would not add dwelling units, would not include 
stationary emission sources, and would be unoccupied so would not create regular commute 
traffic or result in population growth.  The Project would comply with all applicable SCAQMD 
requirements for construction sites including, but not limited to, Best Available Control 
Measures outlined in Table 1 of Rule 403. The Site would be unoccupied but visited 
periodically through the year for equipment inspections, monitoring and testing, and 
maintenance as needed.  Operations would not result in emissions to air other than exhaust 
emissions from vehicle use for these infrequent site visits.  These emissions would be minor 
considering the small and infrequent level of activity. Therefore, impacts from operations 
emissions would be less than significant.  
 
Project construction would result in dust and fuel-burning emissions.  The SCAQMD has 
District-wide and local significance thresholds for maximum daily emissions for determining if 
construction emissions are potentially significant. The Table below shows the more stringent 
of the SCAQMD’s District-wide and local significance thresholds along with maximum daily 
Project construction emissions as estimated by CalEEMod (Appendix D).  
 

Criteria Pollutant Max Daily 
Threshold 
(pounds) 

Project 
Emissions 

(max 
pounds/day) 

Significant? 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 80 17.0 No 
Reactive Organic Gasses (ROGs) 75 1.8 No 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 4 3.3 No 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 3 2.0 No 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 150 0.03 No 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 15.9 No 

Lead 3 0.0 No 
Source: South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, Updated April 2019 and “Appendix-c-mass-rate-
lst-look-up-tables” Updated October 2009. 
 
With watering of disturbed areas three times daily as committed in the Applicant’s project 
description, the estimated construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 are below significance 
thresholds.  Other emissions are below significance thresholds independent of water 
application.  Therefore, impacts from construction emissions would be below significance 
thresholds.  
 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The South Coast Air Basin is designated under the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as nonattainment (extreme) for 1-hour ozone, 
nonattainment (extreme) for 8-hour ozone, nonattainment (serious) for PM2.5, and 
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nonattainment (partial) for lead. In addition, the South Coast Air Basin is designated under 
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) as nonattainment for 1-hour ozone, 8-
hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.  Operation of the Project would not emit pollutants and 
emissions from periodic Site visits during operations (conservatively estimated not to exceed 
one per day) would be too negligible to result in a cumulative net increase in concentrations 
of these pollutants.  The Site would be visited infrequently and it is expected that the minimal 
operations Site visits would be by workers that are already driving to work in the region so 
there would not be significant new commute emissions.  Furthermore, the energy storage 
that would be provided by the Project would contribute toward increased use of renewable 
energy resources thereby reducing reliance on pollution-emitting power sources potentially 
contributing to reduced emissions of pollutants for which the basin is currently non-
attainment. 

Construction emissions would not exceed construction-related significance thresholds.  
These thresholds were designed to establish the level at which the SCAQMD believes 
emissions could cause significant environmental impacts under CEQA when considered in 
conjunction with other sources.  The proposed Project would not conflict with any air quality 
plan or regulation.  Considering these factors, the proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any non-attainment criteria pollutant.  Therefore, 
the impact would be less than significant. 
 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Sensitive receptors are land uses that include members of 
the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollution such as children and 
the elderly and people with illnesses.  Examples include residences, hospitals, schools, or 
convalescent homes.  The nearest sensitive receptors are residences located 0.25 miles to 
the southeast of the Site.  The proposed Project would operate without pollutant emissions.   
Construction emissions would be less than significant as described in Response III(a) above. 
Considering these factors, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
d) Result in other emissions (such as 
those leading to odors) adversely 
affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Project operations would not be a source of odors.  Diesel 
engine emissions during construction may be a potential source of odor, primarily during 
grading.  However, emissions from grading and other construction emissions would be short-
term.  Furthermore, if diesel emission odors are detectable offsite, they would not be 
substantial and would be intermittent.  Considering these factors, if odor is detectable offsite, 
it would only be during the short period of construction and any impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
No Impact: The Project footprint and surrounding area are 100 percent disturbed and highly 
urbanized.  No natural habitat occurs on the Site or in the Site vicinity.  No candidate, 
sensitive or special status species have important habitat in the vicinity.  Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 
 
 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project footprint and surrounding area are 100 percent disturbed and highly 
urbanized.  No natural habitat or riparian habitat occurs on the Site or in the Site vicinity.    
 
  
 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: There are no federally jurisdictional waters or wetlands on or adjacent to the 
Project footprint. The Project footprint and surrounding area are 100 percent disturbed and 
highly urbanized with no natural habitat or riparian habitat.  The US Department of 
Agriculture Web Soil Survey identifies soils as Urban Land-Azuvina-Montebello complex, a 
non-hydric soil.  US Geological Survey maps show no blueline water features on or adjacent 
to the Project footprint (US Geological Survey, 1972, 1981, 2018). The National Wetlands 
Inventory (US Fish and Wildlife, 2021) does not include any wetlands or aquatic features in 
the Project vicinity.  There are no natural drainages on the Site or electric tie-line footprint 
and drainage from the vicinity is captured by Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s 
underground box culverts.  With no federally protected wetlands on or adjacent to the Project 
footprint, there would be no impact. 
 
d) Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant Impact: The Project is an infill development project located on a 
currently vacant site that is 100 percent disturbed from past industrial uses and DTSC’s 
remediation of past hazardous materials releases.  The Site and tie-line route occur in a 
highly urbanized area with no natural habitats or perennial surface waters.  For these 
reasons, the Project is not expected to interfere with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with any native resident or migratory wildlife corridor or 
native wildlife nursery site. Palm trees that are present on the site could provide nesting 
habitat for migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  As 
described in Section 2.4 under the Project Description, the Applicant would have a qualified 
biologist evaluate the palm trees for active nests within 5 days prior to removal if they would 
be removed during nesting season (February 15 to August 31) and would avoiding 
disturbance if any active nest of a protected bird is detected.  With MBTA compliance, the 
Project would not substantially interfere with the movement, native residence, or nursery site 
of any native or migratory species.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.   
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project does not propose removal of any tree protected by ordinance or 
policy.  The Project would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources. The Site and the tie-line route do not contain any protected habitat.  Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 
 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is located in an urban area and is not subject to requirements of any 
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.  Therefore, there would 
be no impact. 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in section 15064.5? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project Site is currently vacant with no structures and the tie-line route 
traverses existing streets.  The General Plan identifies three designated historic sites in the 
City; the Uniroyal Tire Plant and the Pillsbury Mill that are both listed in the State Register of 
Historic Places, and the Vail Landing Field commemorated by a plaque.  The East Los 
Angeles Railroad Station also is listed in the State Register of Historic Places.  None of these 
sites are located in the Project area.  All are located east of Interstate 5.   As part of 
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investigating for the potential presence of historical resources that could be affected by the 
Project, a search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
database was conducted (Appendix E). The results of the record search indicate there have 
been 11 cultural resource studies within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project, but none included 
the subject property. As a result of these prior studies, seven historic period cultural 
resources have been recorded within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project. Six of these are 
outside the Project area and consist of a historic period adobe, an industrial warehouse, the 
Bell Gardens High School, and three features of SCE historic infrastructure.  The seventh 
resource is the SCE Laguna Bell Substation property (Resource No. P-19-191950). 
Constructed in 1924, the Laguna Bell Substation property was one of nine substations that 
defined the SCE 220 kV electric system, and additionally, the facility served as a switching 
station and connection point to SCE’s Long Beach Steam Plant complex. The Laguna Bell 
Substation was evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)/California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) in 2014. The evaluation 
concluded that, in its current appearance, configuration, and condition, the Laguna Bell 
Substation property comprised of the Main substation building and the warehouse appears to 
be eligible for listing to the NRHP/ CRHR for its association with the historic Big Creek 
Hydroelectric System and the SCE 220kV system. Additionally, the Main Substation Building 
appears to be individually eligible for listing as an excellent example of the Stripped Classical 
style applied to a substation building. The existing transformer racks and switch racks at the 
property do not appear to contribute to the eligibility of the Laguna Bell Substation property. 
The other buildings on the property — the control house, test shop, oil pump and filter house, 
storage building, and water tower, are not from the period of significance and do not appear 
to contribute to the eligibility of the Laguna Bell Substation property. Because the Project will 
not impact either the Substation building or Warehouse, construction activities would not 
impact the Substation as a historical resource.  No other structures or potential historical 
resource has been identified that could potentially be impacted by the Project. Therefore, the 
Project would not have the potential to change the significance of any known historical 
resource.   
 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to section 15064.5? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated: As described in the General 
Plan, prior to European contact local Gabrielino Indians lived in more than 50 villages located 
throughout the Los Angeles Basin including three early villages located in the vicinity of 
Commerce.  Gathering activities were most likely concentrated along the Los Angeles and 
Rio Hondo River channels.  Another post-contact Indian village site, referred to as the La 
Jaboneria, was known to have existed on the east bank of the Rio Hondo River in an area 
south of Telegraph Road. As part of investigating for the potential presence of archaeological 
resources that could be affected by the Project, a search of the CHRIS database was 
conducted (Appendix E). The results of the record search indicate there have been 11 
cultural resource studies within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project, but none included the subject 
property. No archaeological resources were recorded as a result of these prior studies. In 
addition, a search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File 
failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the Project area. 
Considering the results of the records search, previous surveys near the Project area, and 
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NAHC response, there are no known archaeological resources on or near areas that would 
be disturbed by the Project. The entire Project footprint has been previously developed and 
the ground has been modified such that there is no preindustrial ground surface exposed.  
Therefore, a ground survey was not conducted for this analysis and would be unlikely to be 
of any value.  Multiple excavations have occurred at the Site in conjunction with DTSC’s site 
investigation and remediation actions with no encounter of cultural resources. Nevertheless, 
given that native soil could be encountered by Site grading and excavations for the electric 
tie-line and storm water discharge connection, there is a possibility for discovering unknown 
archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure impacts are mitigated to 
a less than significant level in the event that unknown cultural resources are encountered 
during construction excavations.   
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Construction shift foremen, excavation equipment operators 
and other construction workers with responsibility for observing construction excavations 
shall be trained and instructed by a representative of the Applicant or its contractor to be 
observant for the potential occurrence of archaeological resources in the geologic materials 
encountered, and shall be instructed and authorized to halt excavation in the area 
immediately and notify the Project Applicant’s representative  if such resources are 
discovered.  In the event of a discovery, the Applicant or Applicant’s representative shall 
promptly notify the City and work in the area shall cease until the discovery is evaluated by a 
qualified cultural resource specialist.  If evaluation by a qualified cultural resource specialist 
indicates that the discovery may be significant, then excavation in the area shall be 
continued only as directed by a qualified cultural resource specialist and in a manner 
allowing for collection of significant resources and information that may otherwise be affected 
by the Project, including development of a Research Design and Data Recovery Program if 
needed to mitigate impacts.  If cultural artifacts are collected they shall be cataloged and 
curated with an appropriate institution.  A final monitoring report shall be prepared and 
submitted to the City if significant cultural resources are discovered. 
 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated: The Project area is relatively 
flat and 100% urbanized terrain with no unique geologic features.  The native geological 
materials beneath the Site are late to middle Pleistocene age old alluvial flood plain deposits 
(Stantec, 2021).  The late to middle Pleistocene age means deposits at shallow depth may 
be about 12,000 years old or older. Alluvial flood plain deposits such as these can be fossil 
bearing, and these deposits are old enough to potentially contain fossils that could yield 
important information about the prehistoric record. The Site was previously developed and it 
is expected that all or most shallow soils within the depth of general site grading have been 
previously disturbed.  Deeper excavation such as for Project footings, the electric tie-line 
trenching, the riser pole foundation, and the stormwater drainage connection to existing 
infrastructure may encounter native sediments and, therefore, have the potential to impact 
paleontological resources if any unknown resources are present.  Mitigation Measure CUL-2, 
if adopted, would ensure impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level in the event 
that an important paleontological resource is encountered during construction.  
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Construction shift foremen, excavation equipment operators 
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and other construction workers with responsibility for observing construction excavations 
shall be trained and instructed by a representative of the Applicant or its contractor to be 
observant for signs that excavation is in native material, and to be observant for possible 
occurrence of paleontological resources when excavating in native material.  Trained 
observers shall be instructed and authorized to halt excavation in the area immediately and 
notify the Project Applicant’s representative if vertebrate fossils are discovered.  In the event 
of a discovery, the Applicant or Applicant’s representative shall promptly notify the City and 
work in the area shall cease until the discovery is evaluated by a qualified paleontologist.  If 
evaluation by a qualified paleontologist indicates that the discovery may be significant, then 
excavation in the area shall be continued only as directed by a qualified paleontologist and in 
a manner allowing for collection of significant resources and information that may otherwise 
be affected by the Project.  If significant fossils are collected they shall be cataloged and 
curated with an appropriate institution.  A final monitoring report shall be prepared and 
submitted to the City if significant fossils are discovered. 
 
d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: Given that there are no cemeteries or other known interments on or adjacent to 
the Project footprint, no impact to human remains is anticipated. In the unlikely event of a 
discovery of human remains during construction, all excavation and disturbance must stop 
and the County coroner immediately notified pursuant to California Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 which includes provisions for immediate notification of the NAHC if the 
coroner finds reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American.  Considering 
that there is no known interments and State law addresses potential unforeseen discoveries, 
no impact is expected. 

VI. ENERGY – WOULD THE PROJECT:     
a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

No Impact: The Project would not have unusual construction requirements that would be 
wasteful or inefficient.  Operations would have a beneficial impact since energy storage 
would allow more use of renewable resources thereby reducing petroleum consumption for 
electric power.  Considering these factors, the Project would not have an adverse impact 
related to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or 
local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
No Impact:  The Project would help to achieve State and local goals for renewable energy 
and energy storage. California's target of achieving 100% renewable energy by 2045 relies 
on storage for intermittent renewable resources.  More immediately, on July 30th, 2021, 
Governor Newsom declared a State of Emergency in California regarding statewide 
electricity shortages caused by climate change, drought, and wildfires. The Governor called 
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upon agencies across the State to take actions to expedite approval of battery energy 
storage systems to bring capacity online in 2022 and beyond.  SCE has set forth an 
aggressive goal to procure 80% of energy supplied to the electric grid from carbon-free 
sources by 2030 (SCE, 2021). Energy storage is critical for achieving this goal to support use 
of intermittent renewable generation. SCE's Clean Power and Electricity Pathway 
emphasizes the urgency for energy storage investments to achieve its 2030 goal. The 
Project would be fully supportive of these goals.  Therefore, there would be no adverse 
impact. 
 
VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The Project location does not occur in any Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone 
nor does it occur on or cross any known active fault (Stantec, 2021; California Department of 
Conservation, 2021a).  Therefore, the Project would have no impact associated with rupture 
of any identified active fault.  The closest active fault is the Puente Hills blind thrust fault (Los 
Angeles Segment), located approximately 0.9 mile from the Site (Stantec, 2021).   
 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The Site is located in a seismically active area and a number 
of fault zones occur in the region associated with the overall San Andreas fault system 
demarking the intersection of the North American and Pacific tectonic plates.  As described 
in Response VII(a)(i) above, the closest active fault is the Los Angeles segment of Puente 
Hills Fault, located approximately 0.9 mile from the Site.  Fifteen other known regional faults 
occur within 23 miles of the Site (Stantec).  Strong ground motions could occur in the vicinity 
of the proposed Project from an earthquake on any of these or other regional faults.  Strong 
seismic ground shaking would be a potentially substantial seismic hazard if structures are not 
appropriately designed.  The potential for seismic ground motions to damage structures is 
typically mitigated through proper design and construction to withstand predicted ground 
motions.  The California Building Code seismic standards are designed to mitigate the 
potential for people or structures to be exposed to substantial risks from seismically-induced 
ground motions.  Conformance with this code would be assured through the Building Permit 
process of the City of Commerce.  Adherence to California Building Code requirements 
would limit the risk of damage or injury from seismic ground shaking to level that is less than 
significant.   
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?     
Less than Significant Impact: Liquefaction can occur when there is a loss of shear strength 
in saturated granular soils cause by seismically-induced pore water pressures.  The loss of 
shear strength in soils can reduce the ability of the soil to support overlying loads, such as 
equipment foundations.  If liquefaction occurs, the surface structures may settle into the 
ground or tilt.  The liquefaction potential of a site is dependent on characteristics of ground 
shaking, soil type, soil density, and depth-to- groundwater. The vast majority of liquefaction 
hazards are associated with sandy soils and silty soils of low plasticity. Cohesive soils with a 
plasticity index (PI) greater than 7 are generally not considered susceptible to soil 
liquefaction, although they can be subject to cyclic softening if they are soft enough, and if 
the seismic demand is relatively high.  The Project is not located in a California Geological 
Survey Liquefaction Hazard Zone (California Department of Conservation, 2021b). This zone 
is defined as areas where historical occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, 
geotechnical and groundwater conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground 
displacements such that mitigation would be required.  For the Project’s Geotechnical 
Investigation, Stantec (2021) evaluated the potential for liquefaction at the Site based on a 
magnitude 7.3 earthquake and a peak ground acceleration of 0.93g. The Geotechnical 
Investigation identified stiff to hard cohesive soils to a depth of 20 feet followed by 
interbedded very dense granular soil, and very stiff to hard cohesive soil generally from the 
ground surface to the maximum 51.5-foot depth of the investigation.  Based on the depth of 
groundwater table and density of the soils, most of the soil in the top 50 feet is not 
considered susceptible to liquefaction. However, some of the stiff soil below the historic high 
depth to groundwater in the upper 50 feet is susceptible to seismically induced settlement. 
Seismically induced settlement is estimated to be on the order of 2 inches. Differential 
settlement over a span of approximately 30 feet is estimated to be approximately 1 inch. The 
Geotechnical Investigation recommends the Project be constructed with a stiffened 
foundation underlain by a recompacted fill mat to limit the potential impact of seismically-
induced differential settlement.  Conformance with appropriate design recommendations 
compliant with the Building Code would be assured through the Building Permit process of 
the City of Commerce.  Adherence to California Building Code requirements would limit the 
risk of seismically induced damage or injury from seismic ground shaking including 
liquefaction to level that is less than significant.  
 
iv) Landslides? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project area is nearly flat.  There are no substantial slopes in the Project 
area that could result in a landslide hazard. 
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less Than Significant Impact: The Project is in an urban area and the entire Project 
footprint has been previously graded and no topsoil is present.  In addition, the Project area 
is nearly flat, limiting the potential for soil erosion.  Construction would occur under the State 
General Permit with a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) implementing BMPs 
for erosion control.  The General Permit would require that a construction SWPPP be 
prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer and implemented by a Qualified SWPPP 
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Practitioner (QSP).  Standard BMPs from the California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA) or their equivalents would be required such as scheduling to minimize the term of 
disturbances, stabilization of disturbed surfaces, silt fences and a stabilized construction 
entrance.  The SWPPP would be required to address erosion control until it is demonstrated 
to the RWQCB that disturbed surfaces are stabilized and a Notice of Termination is 
accepted.  Considering the absence of topsoil and considering that erosion would be 
controlled in accordance with requirements of the State General Permit, the proposed Project 
would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil.  Therefore, erosion and loss of 
topsoil impacts would be less than significant.   
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,  
liquefaction or collapse? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The potential for liquefaction and seismically-induced 
settlement is addressed in Response VII (a)(iii), above.  The proposed Project would not 
affect or be affected by any other aspect of geologic unit instability including the potential for 
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse.  The Project area is relatively flat and 
proposed grading would not result in any substantial slopes.  Therefore, the Project does not 
have the potential to result in landslides.  Lateral spreading is a phenomenon that can occur 
from seismic shaking or other lateral loading when the ground surface is not laterally 
supported on one or more sides, for example, on ridge tops or near edges of terraces or cliff 
faces.  The Project area does not have slopes or other laterally unsupported conditions 
susceptible to lateral spreading.  Soil collapse occurs when loosely compacted soils are 
disturbed by seismic shaking, rewetting, or other activities.  Results of the Geotechnical 
Investigation (Stantec, 2021) show that soils at the Site are stiff to hard cohesive soils that 
are not susceptible to soil collapse.  Subsidence can occur when pore pressures are reduced 
in unconsolidated geologic materials due to substantial fluid withdrawal.  The Project does 
not involve substantial extraction of fluids from unconsolidated geologic deposits.  Therefore, 
the Project does not have potential to create subsidence.  Considering these factors, the 
Project would not be located on an unstable geologic unit or cause a unit to become 
unstable.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Soils in the Project area have a low expansion potential 
(Stantec, 2021).  Therefore, the potential for adverse impacts from expansive soils is less 
then significant. 
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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No Impact:  The Project does not propose use of a septic tank or other wastewater disposal. 
Bathrooms and other sanitary facilities are not included in the proposed project. 
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -
- Would the project: 
 

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment? 
 

    

Less than Significant Impact: The proposed Project would not generate greenhouse gas 
(GhG) emissions, with the primary exception being carbon dioxide (CO2) that would be 
generated from vehicle and equipment emissions for construction and maintenance 
activities.  The estimated construction GhG emission calculated using CalEEMod is 139 
metric tonnes of CO2 equivalents, well below SCAQMD’s GhG significance threshold of 
10,000 metric tonnes per year for stationary source projects which includes construction 
emissions amortized over 30 years and added to operational emissions.  Once constructed, 
the Project would provide a new and reliable means of capturing and managing energy from 
renewable energy projects such as solar generation and wind generation projects increasing 
the effectiveness of renewable energy technologies, thereby reducing the dependency on 
fossil fuel-produced electric energy, providing an overall long-term GhG benefit.  Considering 
that construction emissions would be short-term below SCAQMD’s significance threshold, 
and that Project operations would contribute beneficially to GhG emission reduction 
regionally, GhG emissions would be less than significant both individually and cumulatively.   
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy or regulation of an agency 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 

    

No Impact: The proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted to reduce GhG emissions.  The estimated construction GhG emission 
calculated using CalEEMod is 139 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalents, well below SCAQMD’s 
GhG significance threshold of 10,000 metric tonnes per year for stationary source projects 
which includes construction emissions amortized over 30 years and added to operational 
emissions. Once constructed, the Project would operate without GhG emissions with the 
exception of minor emissions from occasional maintenance vehicle trips.  The Project would 
be available to store energy from renewable energy projects such as solar generation and 
wind generation projects, reducing the dependency on fossil fuel-produced electric energy 
and supporting the achievement of local, state and federal renewable energy goals directed 
at GhG reduction.    
 
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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Less than Significant Impact: Construction would require the short-term transport, use 
and/or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, adhesives, solvents and 
paints.  Storage and use of hazardous materials onsite during construction could create a 
significant hazard to construction workers, the public or the environment if such materials are 
not properly contained.  Construction would be required to occur under a comprehensive 
hazard communication program in accordance with 29 CFR 1910 to ensure that construction 
workers are knowledgeable in the identification and proper handling of hazardous materials 
to prevent unsafe exposure and to avoid spills.  Stormwater BMPs would be required under 
the State General Permit to prevent contact of hazardous materials with stormwater. 
Furthermore, construction areas would not be open to the public.  With these measures, the 
routine use of hazardous materials for construction would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment.   
 
Deliveries of bulk fuels, lubricants, batteries, and other hazardous materials to the Site would 
be subject to Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations at 49 CFR 172 and 173 for 
hazardous materials transport.  These regulations include requirements for hazardous 
material transport licensing, packaging and containment standards, labeling, and other 
protection measures to prevent hazardous materials incidents during transport and to 
facilitate response in the event of a hazardous material accident.  Hazardous wastes 
produced would be minimal and would be required to be transported away from the Site in 
accordance with these same DOT regulations, as well as being managed at all times under 
requirements of California Code of Regulations Title 22 Division 4.5 for worker training and 
storage, shipping and disposal of hazardous waste.  With these existing regulations in place, 
and considering the short term of construction activities, the transport, production, and 
disposal of hazardous materials associated with facility construction would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
Operation of the proposed Project would not typically involve handling of hazardous 
materials.  The battery modules contain sealed battery cells which contain components that 
would be hazardous waste if disposed of. Battery modules and their various components 
replaced throughout the life of the system would be transported offsite and returned to the 
manufacturer or their approved and permitted recycling partner(s) for dismantling, material 
processing and recovery.  Oil that would be present in oil-filled transformers is not routinely 
handled.  The transformers are operated normally closed and sealed.  On infrequent 
occasions, oil in oil-filled transformers may require filtering or replacement if it becomes 
contaminated.  If transformer oil needs to be replaced, the used oil would be recycled at a 
licensed offsite recycler. Management and transport of replacement batteries and oil, used 
batteries, and used oil would be subject to the same management and transportation 
regulations and requirements as described for construction above for safe handling, transport 
and recycling.  With these existing regulations in place, the transport, production, and 
disposal of hazardous materials associated with facility operations would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
b) Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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environment? 

Less than Significant Impact: Construction would require the short-term use and transport 
of hazardous materials as described in Response IX (a), above.   Construction would be 
required to occur under a comprehensive hazard communication program in accordance with 
29 CFR 1910 to ensure that construction workers are knowledgeable in the identification and 
proper handling of hazardous materials to avoid spills or other upset conditions that could 
otherwise result in unsafe exposure.    The general public would be excluded from the 
construction Site. Transport of bulk fuels, lubricants, batteries, and other hazardous materials 
to the Site would be subject to DOT regulations at 49 CFR 172 and 173 including 
requirements for hazardous material transport licensing, packaging and containment 
standards, labeling, and other protection measures to prevent hazardous materials incidents 
during transport and to facilitate response in the event of a hazardous material accident.   
Considering these factors, construction would not create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment due to reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions.   
 
Operation of the proposed Project would be subject to 19 CCR Division 2, Chapter 4 
requirements to submit and maintain a Hazardous Materials Business Plan and would be 
subject to periodic inspections by the Certified Unified Program Agency (Los Angeles County 
Fire Department) for safe operations related to hazardous materials.  These regulations 
require reporting of hazardous materials present in quantities exceeding threshold quantities, 
worker training, emergency planning preparations to minimize potential hazards of a 
hazardous material upset, and immediate reporting to 911 and the California Office of 
Emergency Services of any release or threatened release of hazardous materials that 
presents a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety, property or the 
environment.   Oil-filled electrical equipment would be subject to 40 CFR 112 regulations that 
include comprehensive requirements for preventing releases of oil and for oil spill response 
preparedness.  These regulations include safety measures such as secondary containment 
for oil-filled equipment, requirements for routine inspections and proper equipment 
maintenance, personnel training to prevent discharges, site security, oil transfer safety 
precautions, and oil spill response planning.   The energy storage system and all other 
equipment would be constructed according to applicable National Fire Protection 
Association, National Electrical Code, and California Fire Code safety standards.  Batteries 
would contain integrated safety systems to actively monitor electrical current, voltage and 
temperature to optimize performance, mitigate potential failures, and prevent upset.  
Batteries performing out of specification would be immediately taken offline by the automated 
monitoring system.  The system would be designed and constructed to comply with 
applicable building, electrical and fire codes.  Battery buildings or enclosures would be 
outfitted with fire suppression equipment to meet or exceed fire safety codes and standards.  
As detailed in the Applicant’s Project Description, fire protection would include prevention, 
suppression, and isolation methods and materials including smoke/fire detection sensors; 
ground fault detection, alarms, and systems for automatic shutdown of cooling fans and 
opening of electrical contacts in the battery system; and systems for automatic release of a 
fire suppression agent appropriate to the battery technology. Typically, such systems use a 
clean fire suppression agent such as DuPont’s FE-25, FM-200, or 3M’s Novek 1230 and/or 
water sprinkler or mist systems as may be required by fire code.  Operation of the facility 
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would be remotely monitored on a continuous basis.  In addition, the system would be 
routinely visited to perform visual inspections.   Security would be provided including 
perimeter fencing and remote video monitoring with pan, tilt and zoom capabilities.  These 
design measures are included to minimize the potential for upset and to immediately respond 
in the event of an unforeseen upset.  Considering these safety systems incorporated into the 
Project design, and existing regulatory requirements and standards applicable to the Project 
that are designed to minimize hazardous material upset risks to human health and the 
environment, the risk of a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident scenario creating a 
hazard to the public or the environment during operations is less than significant. 
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  There are no existing or proposed schools located within one-quarter mile of the 
Site.  The closest school is Bell Gardens High School located 0.6 mile southwest of the Site 
and more than 0.3 mile from the closest approach of the tie-line route.  Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 
 
d) Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated: The Site is on DTSC’s 
EnviroStor list with DTSC identified as the Lead Agency for the Site cleanup program.  The 
DTSC Site name is CAMEO. The draft Operation and Maintenance Plan in Appendix C 
includes a summary of relevant Site history including investigations to characterize the extent 
of constituents of concern and remedial actions taken to remove impacted soils to the extent 
practical.   Past manufacturing use of the Site resulted in releases of hazardous constituents 
including cadmium and compounds, chromium III, chromium VI, arsenic, lead, and petroleum 
hydrocarbons. In 2008, DTSC removed over 2,000 cubic yards of chromium impacted soil 
from the Site and replaced it with clean imported fill.  In 2009, DTSC removed additional soils 
impacted with cadmium, lead and arsenic. Some chromium impacted soil remains onsite at 
depths of 20 feet and deeper that is not practical to remove, and an investigation directed by 
DTSC in 2011 concludes the potential for the residual chromium impacted soils impact 
groundwater appears low.   In 2013, DTSC removed an additional 491 cubic yards of soil 
impacted with arsenic.  Following this removal DTSC determined that remaining arsenic 
concentrations were within background levels. Sporadic cadmium detections remain in the 
upper 10 feet of soil across the site that pose a potential direct exposure risk to future 
construction workers. Volatile organic compounds including carbon tetrachloride and 
tetrachloroethene also have been detected in vadose zone soil gas with concentrations that 
increase with depth suggesting they are likely from an offsite source transported beneath the 
site at low concentrations in groundwater that occurs approximately 104 feet below the 
ground surface.  
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As part of the Current Conditions Report (DTSC, 2017), DTSC prepared a human health risk 
assessment for the Site for soil direct contact and inhalation exposure under future 
commercial/industrial and construction/excavation scenarios, and a groundwater screening 
assessment to evaluate soil leaching constituents of potential concern to groundwater. Key 
findings include: 

• The calculated cumulative cancer risk to commercial/industrial workers from direct 
exposure to soil for soil ingestion, dermal contact and outdoor inhalation is de 
minimis. 

• The calculated cumulative cancer risk to construction/excavation workers from direct 
exposure to soil for soil ingestion, dermal contact and outdoor inhalation is de 
minimis.  The non-cancer Hazard Index is 4 and exceeds the target of 1 due to 
potential exposure to cadmium in shallow soil. 

• Lead concentrations in soil do not pose a significant hazard to occupational workers. 
• Residual hexavalent chromium in soil at depths of 60 feet below the ground surface in 

the area of two former industrial pits pose a threat to ground water.  Maximum 
detected concentrations of all other metals are unlikely to impact groundwater at 
levels of health concern. 

• Maximum soil concentrations of volatile organic compounds are unlikely to impact 
groundwater at levels of health concern.  Carbon Tetrachloride was not detected in 
any soil sample but carbon tetrachloride in soil gas in one location at depths of 24 
and 35 feet below ground surface may pose a threat to ground water.  

 
The updated risk assessment also concludes: (1) additional remedial action or engineering 
controls may be applicable to address site risks such as further excavation or an 
asphalt/concrete cap to prevent leaching and percolation of residual chromium or soil gas to 
groundwater and direct contact with cadmium impacted soil; (2) engineering controls would 
require a land use covenant to ensure their integrity; (3) a soil management plan would be 
required to protect construction/excavation workers when excavation or soil movement is 
needed; and (4) groundwater monitoring should continue to monitor hexavalent chromium 
and carbon tetrachloride concentrations.  Groundwater monitoring results since the risk 
assessment was updated, including the latest posted annual sampling (June 2020), indicates 
all constituents analyzed are below or near allowable Maximum Contaminant Levels.   
 
The Project would provide the land use covenant, soil management plan and groundwater 
monitoring concluded to be needed in DTSC’s Current Conditions Report.  The Project would 
develop impermeable areas over the majority of the Site that would be expected to further 
benefit groundwater quality by reducing stormwater infiltration through residual impacts in the 
vadose zone. The Applicant would enter into a Prospective Purchaser Agreement with DTSC 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.8 sections 25399, 58009 and 
58010 whereby DTSC has authority to enter into agreements whereby DTSC covenants not 
to sue or assert claims for environmental remediation against a purchaser of an 
environmentally impacted property if such agreements are sufficiently in the public interest.  
The Agreement would set forth both parties’ intent and belief that the Project with competent 
engineering and other data considered would not exacerbate or contribute to the existing 
contamination at the Site or pose health risks to persons present at the site. Under the 
Agreement, the Applicant would purchase the Site for energy storage and: (1)  record a land 
use covenant for the Site limiting future use as necessary to ensure full protection of the 
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environment and human health; (2) prepare and submit to DTSC for review and approval a 
Site Operations and Maintenance Plan and corresponding detailed cost estimate to manage 
residual contamination after remediation has been completed by DTSC; and (3) carry out 
operations and maintenance obligations as required by the land use covenants, Operations 
and Maintenance Plan, and associated financial assurance responsibilities. The Applicant’s 
deliverables would be subject to approval by DTSC and DTSC would provide oversite of field 
activities.  With these measures, residual contamination at the Site would not result in a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment.  Accordingly, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 
through HAZ-3 below would ensure that the Project would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment as a result of residual Site contamination. 
 
An environmental database search was conducted for the vicinity of the proposed 
underground electric tie-line, including a search of lists stemming from Government Code 
Section 65962.5 (EDR, 2021).  The search resulted is the identification of several sites on 
the following lists that indicate a known past or ongoing hazardous material release within 
approximately 1/8 mile of the tie-line routes: 

• ERNS – The Emergency Response Notification System records and stores 
information on reported releases of oil and hazardous substances. 

• CA LUST – Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites included in the RWQCB’s 
GeoTracker database. 

• CHMIRS – The California Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System contains 
information on reported hazardous material incidents such as spills or releases. 

• RGA LUST – Recovered government archive of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
provides a list of leaking underground storage tanks from historical databases and 
includes many records that no longer appear in current government lists. 

 
The identified sites are summarized in the following table.  Most of these site records are 
one-time release events that were contained and cleaned up and pose no lasting hazard.  
The additional sites are those on the LUST list and only one of these sites has an active 
status; Site C37 with a post-remedial action monitoring status.  Ground water in the vicinity is 
on the order of 100 feet deep, which is much deeper than any anticipated Project 
excavations so even if ground water impacts remain at Site C37 (6023 S. Garfield Avenue), 
the Project would not be impacted by or exacerbate any ground water impacts that may 
exist.   
 
 
 
SITE RECORD LOCATION SUMMARY OF RELEASE 
Cluster A Site A44 5928 S. Garfield Ave 

(Adjacent to the west of the 
Project Site) 

CHMIRS list.  Spill was 
reported to State Office of 
Emergency Services in 
2019. Available information 
indicates an unknown 
quantity of talc was spilled 
and was contained. 

Cluster B Site B9  6148 S. Garfield Ave. (East 
side of Garfield Avenue 

CHMIRS list.  Spill was 
reported to State Office of 
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south of Project Site) Emergency Services in 
2015. Available information 
indicates an unknown 
quantity of diesel fuel spilled 
and was contained and 
cleaned up by a contractor.  

Cluster C Site C17 6100 S. Garfield Ave (East 
side of Garfield Avenue 
south of Project Site) 

CHMIRS list.  Spill was 
reported to State Office of 
Emergency Services in 
2007. Available information 
indicates approximately 300 
gallons of Pegmer Techmer 
804 spilled when a tote 
valve was broken off and the 
spill was contained. 

Cluster C Site C22 6100 S. Garfield Ave (East 
side of Garfield Avenue 
south of Project Site) 

ERNS list.  Available 
information indicates there 
was an accidental storage 
tank overfill of approximately 
200 pounds of N-Butyl 
Acrylate in 1991.  It was 
contained in a concrete dike 
and vacuumed up. 

Cluster C Sites C33, C36, 
C37 and C41 

6023 S. Garfield Ave (West 
side of Garfield Avenue 
south of Project Site) 

CA LUST (or RGA LUST) 
list. Available information in 
these site records indicate a 
release of methylene 
chloride was reported in 
1991 and that the site was 
remediated.  The last site 
update indicates this site is 
in post-remedial action 
ground water monitoring. 

 
While the record search did not identify any known contamination issues that could affect the 
proposed electric tie-line construction, given the long industrial use of the vicinity, unknown 
impacted soils could potentially be encountered during tie-line construction, and residual 
impacts are known to exist on the Project Site. Impacted soils could create a hazard to 
workers and the public if not properly managed.  Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would ensure 
impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level if unknown contaminated soils are 
encountered during installation of offsite underground connections.   
 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall 
provide the City with evidence of recording a land use covenant for the Site pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, section 67391.1 to record the presence of residual 
hazardous constituents in soil, use restrictions, and the requirement for a long-term 
maintenance plan for protection of the environment and human health consistent with 
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DTSC’s selected site remedy.   
 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the Site, the Applicant 
shall provide the City a DTSC-approved Construction Soil Management Plan for the Site. 
Furthermore, prior to issuance of an encroachment permit for offsite electric tie-line and 
stormwater discharge connection, the Applicant shall obtain City approval of a Construction 
Soil Management Plan for offsite excavations.    The Construction Soil Management Plan for 
the Site shall summarize relevant conditions based on DTSC’s Current Conditions Report or 
another more recent, applicable DTSC report, and identify all earth moving activity to be 
performed in accordance with the plan, and measures to prevent unsafe exposure to workers 
or the public including dust control, restriction of public access, and construction worker 
health and safety.  The Construction Soil Management Plan for offsite excavations shall 
identify practices the Applicant would implement to ensure recognition of unknown impacted 
soil if encountered and steps to be taken upon an impacted soil discovery to prevent unsafe 
exposure to workers or the public.   
 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall 
provide the City an Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Site approved by DTSC.  
 
e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The Project area is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public or public use airport.   The closest airport is the Compton/Woodley Airport more than 
eight miles to the southwest. 
 
f) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact:  The proposed Project would not alter any existing public or 
private through-way. Short term lane closures would be needed to install the electric tie-line 
in roadway areas. An Encroachment Permit requiring a traffic control plan would be required 
for any lane closures.  This short-term impact during construction would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with any emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan.  Short term lane closure impact to travel on Garfield Avenue, a Major 
Arterial used for emergency response, is addressed in Section XVII, Transportation, below.    
 
g) Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The proposed Project area is in an urban area.  There are no wildlands in the 
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Project Vicinity. Considering these factors, wildland fire is not a foreseeable risk for the 
Project.   
 
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact:  Construction would occur under the State General Permit 
with a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) implementing Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) for protection of water quality.  The State General Permit would require 
that a construction SWPPP be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer and implemented 
by a QSP.  Standard BMPs from the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) or 
their equivalents would be required for sediment and other potential pollutants.  Under the 
State General Permit, the SWPPP would need to address water quality BMPs and the permit 
would require that those BMPs be implemented until it is demonstrated to the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) that disturbed surfaces are stabilized and a Notice of 
Termination is accepted.  The General Permit requires construction discharges to not violate 
water quality standards.  With adherence to the State General permit and BMPs, no violation 
of any water quality standard or waste discharge requirement or substantial degradation of 
water quality would be expected from construction.  

Discharges from the Project during operations would be required to comply with NPDES 
Permit CAS004001, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban 
Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles, and the Incorporated Cities Therein, 
except the City of Long Beach (RWQCB, 2007).  The City of Commerce would require that 
the Project include all measures needed to comply with NPDES Permit CAS004001 through 
the City’s Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6.17) 
and the City’s review of the Project design in conjunction with issuance of grading and 
building permits.  Compliance with NPDES Permit 004001 would require that there is no 
discharge from the Project other than stormwater and exempted non-stormwater discharges 
such as air conditioning condensate that do not contain pollutants.  The Project design 
incorporates onsite retention in underground stormwater storage pipes to store the increase 
in peak flow that would occur due to site development so that peak flows are not increased 
for the 24-hour design storm used for compliance with the Los Angeles County Stormwater 
Ordinance. Project facilities would be unattended except for periodic inspections or 
maintenance and would be secured to preclude public access so there typically would be no 
generation of trash, debris or other waste onsite that could impact stormwater runoff.  Other 
Project design features to minimize impacts on water quality include:  

• No outdoor storage or work areas are proposed; 

• No outdoor trash collection areas are proposed; 

• No floor drains or interior or exterior wash-down areas are proposed; 
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• No repair/maintenance bays or fueling areas are proposed; 

• Site storm drain inlets would be stenciled; 

• Avoidance of disturbance to natural water bodies and drainage systems; and 

• Ongoing maintenance of stormwater controls and periodic inspections to ensure 
proper performance. 

In addition to design measures and NPDES permit compliance to prevent water quality 
degradation, the Project design includes impermeable surfacing over most of the Site that 
would reduce infiltration through residual impacted soils onsite which can be expected to 
have some beneficial effect on the quality of groundwater beneath and downgradient of the 
Site.   

Considering existing requirements of the State NPDES General Permit for construction and 
NPDES Permit CAS004001, and BMPs incorporated in the Project design, it is not expected 
that the Project would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
result in any substantial water quality degradation.  Therefore, the impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
Project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Operation of the Project would not typically use water 
because potable water connections and landscaping are not proposed. The Site would be 
unoccupied.  Project construction would require water for dust control and compaction.  
Construction water would be supplied from an existing hydrant near the northeast corner of 
the Site or another nearby existing hydrant. This use would be short-term and would not 
represent an ongoing water demand that could affect groundwater management of the basin. 
The amount of impervious area that would be added by the Project is negligible and would 
have no discernable impact on recharge within the 277 square mile Los Angeles Coastal 
Plain Central Groundwater Basin. Sources of recharge to the basin include surface and 
subsurface inflow, direct percolation of precipitation, stream flow, and applied water 
replenishing the aquifers dominantly north and east of the Commerce where the Los Angeles 
and San Gabriel Rivers enter the basin and permeable sediments exposed at the ground 
surface recharge the basin aquifers (Department of Water Resource, 2004).  
 
c) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through 
addition of impervious surfaces in a 
manner which would:   
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i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site?     

Less than Significant Impact: Under existing conditions the drainage from the majority of 
the Site collects in an onsite shallow depression for smaller storms. Drainage from the 
westernmost portion of the Site, and drainage from the shallow depression for storms large 
enough to overtop the depression, drains westward to Garfield Avenue and into the regional 
underground Los Angeles County Flood Control infrastructure.  The Project would not alter 
the course of any stream or river onsite or offsite since none occur within the Project 
footprint.  The Project is designed to convey runoff to the same Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District storm water drainage infrastructure as existing conditions. The Project 
incorporates onsite storm water retention to retain the increase in peak flow runoff from the 
Site that would occur from development so there would be no increase in runoff from the 
design storms.  Runoff from the site would be controlled with paved surfaces, curbs, drop 
inlets and underground piping connecting to the existing regional flood control infrastructure 
so there would not be any increase or change in drainage in areas with exposed soil.  The 
tie-line would be installed underground, and surface grading and surfacing materials (e.g., 
paving) would be returned to existing conditions following installation so it would not change 
drainage patterns.   Considering these factors, the Project would not alter existing drainage 
patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The Project would not alter the course of any stream or river 
since none occur within the Project footprint.  The Project is designed to convey runoff to the 
same regional underground Los Angeles County Flood Control District storm water drainage 
infrastructure as existing conditions. The Project incorporates onsite storm water retention to 
retain the increase in peak flow runoff from the Site that would occur from development so 
there would be no increase in runoff from the design storms.  Connection to the existing flood 
control infrastructure would require a permit from Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
and review of design storm peak flow conditions from the Site would be reviewed by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District as part of that permitting to ensure that the increase in 
peak flow due to Project development is retained so as not to increase flood flows in the 
storm drain system.  The tie-line would be installed underground and surface grading and 
surfacing materials (e.g., paving) would be returned to existing conditions following 
installation so it would not change drainage patterns or increase design storm runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding. Considering these factors, the Project would not alter 
existing drainage patterns or increase runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or 
off-site.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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sources of polluted runoff? 

Less than Significant Impact:  The Project design incorporates onsite stormwater retention 
to retain the increase in peak flow from the Site that would occur from development so there 
would be no increase in peak runoff from the design storms.  Connection to the existing flood 
control infrastructure would require a permit from Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
and review of design storm peak flow conditions from the Site would be reviewed by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District as part of that permitting to ensure that the increase in 
peak flow due to Project development is retained so as not to increase design storm flood 
flows in the storm drain system.  The tie-line would be installed underground, and surface 
grading and surfacing materials (e.g., paving) would be returned to existing conditions 
following installation so it would not change runoff compared to existing conditions. Battery 
energy storage is a clean industrial use for the Site.  Electrical equipment would be housed in 
enclosures or a building, and the Project would be designed for full remote operation so the 
facility would unoccupied.  The use does not include outdoor work areas, outdoor trash 
collection, outdoor material storage or other typical sources of polluted runoff.  Considering 
these factors, Project impacts would be less than significant. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The Project is located outside the 100-year flood hazard 
zone.  Site drainage would be collected onsite and conveyed to the same flood control 
infrastructure as under existing conditions.  The Project design incorporates onsite storm 
water retention to retain the increase in peak flow from the Site that would occur from 
development so there would be no increase in peak runoff from the design storms.  
Connection to the existing flood control infrastructure would require a permit from Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District and review of design storm peak flow conditions from 
the Site would be reviewed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District as part of that 
permitting to ensure that the increase in peak flow due to Project development is retained so 
as not to increase design storm flood flows in the storm drain system.  The tie-line would be 
installed underground, and surface grading and surfacing materials (e.g., paving) would be 
returned to existing conditions following installation so it would not change runoff compared 
to existing conditions. Considering these factors, Project impacts would be less then 
significant.   
 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche 
zones, risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is located in Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) Flood 
Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood Hazard, (FEMA, 2021).  Furthermore, the Project is not within 
the tsunami hazard zone (Department of Conservation, 2021b) and is located far from any 
water body large enough to result in seiche.  For these reasons, no impact is expected. 
 
e) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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No Impact: As described in previous responses, the Project would be required to comply 
with the State General NPDES permit during construction and would be designed to comply 
with the MS4 permit during operations.  Once operating, the facility would be passive and 
clean with no air pollutant emissions, without substantial traffic generation, and no outdoor 
material storage or other pollutant sources.  Considering these factors, the Project would not 
conflict with any water quality control plan.  The Project would be designed for remote 
operation and would not be occupied.  Operations would not use water except for periodic 
flushing of fire prevention systems so would not impact sustainable water use.  The 
development of impervious surfaces at the Site may provide some local improvement to 
ground water quality beneath and downgradient of the Site by reducing infiltration through 
residual impacted soils. Considering the small Site area, the reduced infiltration would not 
have a discernable effect on sustainable ground water management other than the potential 
local groundwater quality improvement.   For these reasons, the project would not conflict 
with or obstruct any sustainable groundwater management plan and no impact is expected. 
 
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is infill building on a formerly developed vacant Site that is 
surrounded by industrial and commercial uses.  The proposed Project would not result in any 
physical barrier or feature that could divide an established community.   
 
b) Cause a significant environmental 
impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The Site and surrounding area are zoned M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing).  The 
purpose of this zone is to provide land suitable for heavy industrial uses. The requirements of 
the zone are intended to provide safeguards and to establish adequate buffer distances 
between uses that pose potentially adverse public health, safety, and welfare impacts and 
land uses in adjacent more restrictive zone districts.  The proposed battery energy storage 
use has been determined to be Special Warehousing and Storage (SIC Code 4226) by the 
Director of Economic Development and Planning, requiring a Conditional Use Permit in M-2 
zoning under Commerce Municipal Code Chapter 19.11.   

The proposed use would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation.  The City of 
Commerce General Plan designates the Site and surrounding parcels as Industrial (City of 
Commerce, 2008) and located in the City’s Redevelopment Project Area 1 in the Commerce 
Park Planning Area. Land use policy for this area encourages the continued presence of all 
types of industry throughout the planning area. The Site is currently vacant and the potential 
productive uses of it are limited and would be subject to deed restriction due to residual 
impacted soil. The proposed use would provide a productive use for the site and is designed 
to not to exacerbate or contribute to release of contaminants from residual impacted soils. 
Energy storage is considered critical infrastructure as it provides power grid stability and 
efficiency and helps the State reach its renewable energy goals.  The proposed use of the 
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Site would return the distressed site to productive use and generate increased property 
taxes, employment, and general business activity consistent with goals of the City’s 
Redevelopment Area establishment. 

Considering these factors, the proposed use would be consistent with the City’s land use 
plans and policies.  There would be no impact related to conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation. 
 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is surrounded by large expanses of urban development.  There are 
no natural lands in the vicinity and no habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan applies to the Project area.  
 
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would 
the project: 

    

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The Project area is highly developed and there are no known mineral resources 
that could be impacted by the Project.  
 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project area is highly developed and there are no known mineral resources 
that could be impacted by the project. The General Plan does not identify any mineral 
resource that could be lost due to Site development. 
 
XIII. NOISE - Would the project result in: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary 
or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less Than Significant Impact:  
Construction noise impacts would be short term and would be typical of construction sites 
with noise from equipment, tools, vehicles, and work crews.  The highest noise levels would 
be expected during grading and site preparation when multiple pieces of equipment may be 
operating simultaneously for several hours each day such as a bulldozer, scraper, water 
truck, compactor, loader, and dump truck.  Typical noise levels for these types of mobile 
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construction equipment (FHWA, 2006) include: 
EQUIPMENT TYPICAL NOISE LEVEL (dBA) at 50 feet 

Bulldozer  85 
Scraper 89 
Water Truck 88 
Compactor 82 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 80 
Dump Truck 88 

   
The Site area is approximately 360 feet by more than 250 feet so most work would be away 
from property lines, allowing most noise to be attenuated by distance before reaching the 
property line.  As a general rule in open space, sound intensity is decreased 6 dBA for each 
doubling of distance.  For example, each of the dBA levels shown above would be reduced 
by 6 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source, and an additional 6 dBA at a distance of 
200 feet.  Equipment working near the Site boundaries would be intermittent and there are 
no noise sensitive resources in the vicinity. The Site is bordered by parking lots and 
commercial and industrial buildings. The short-term construction noise would not affect 
sensitive receptors and would not exceed any local standard.  Considering these factors and 
the short term of construction, the construction noise impact would be less than significant. 
Operation of the Project would generate noise primarily from outdoor electrical equipment 
and roof-mounted heating, ventilation and air conditioning motors and fans.  Noise levels for 
typical equipment include: 

EQUIPMENT TYPICAL NOISE LEVEL (dBA) 
Inverters 80 at 3.3 feet (1 meter) 

Primary Transformers 62 at 5 feet 
Rooftop HVAC Units 85 at 3 feet 

Substation HVAC Units 67 dBA at 10 feet 
Step-Up Transformer 87 dBA at 5 feet 

 
For land use planning, the General Plan (City of Commerce, 2008) identifies the Industrial 
land use designation of the Site to have a desired maximum noise level of 70 dBA and a 
maximum acceptable noise level of 75 dBA.  Based on analyses prepared for other battery 
energy storage projects, noise from most equipment would be attenuated to a level of less 
than 75 dBA within several feet of the equipment (LSA, 2017 and 2021), which would be well 
within the Site boundary.  The step-up transformer would be the loudest single source of 
operational noise.  The step-up transformer would be located approximately 40 feet from the 
Site boundary where the estimated noise level would be approximately 70 dBA.  Therefore, 
the Project is expected to conform with the Industrial land use noise limit. The Applicant has 
committed to providing noise modelling results to the City to demonstrate compliance once 
equipment vendors have been selected and prior to issuance of building permits. 
Considering these factors, long-term noise impacts would be less than significant. 



 

CEQA Initial Study April 2022 
Section 3 – CEQA Initial Study Checklist 44 
 

 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
b) Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less Than Significant Impact: Grading may generate localized low-level groundborne 
vibration and noise but would not generate excessive groundborne vibration. Groundborne 
vibration and noise is attenuated rapidly with distance and the Site is bordered by parking 
lots and commercial and industrial buildings. Grading proximal enough to an active use to 
cause notable groundborne vibration or noise would only occur at the northernmost end of 
the Site adjacent to the existing commercial building.  The Preliminary Site Plans in Appendix 
B show only minor grading would be required proximal to the northern Site boundary since 
there would be little difference in existing and proposed elevations and no deep excavation 
or foundations along the site perimeter.  The duration of grading at this location would be 
short and episodic.  Considering these factors, groundborne vibration and noise impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 
c) For a project located within the vicinity 
of a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  The Project area is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or within two miles of a public or public use airport.  The closest airport is the 
Compton/Woodley Airport more than eight miles to the southwest. 
 
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- 
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The proposed Project would not generate population growth, either directly or 
indirectly.  It does not propose any housing or commercial development, nor extension of 
roads or expansion of infrastructure. The project itself is a reinforcement of the existing 
electrical infrastructure in the region, however the capacity created by the system is planned 
as part of the long-term planning process for California electrical utilities to meet projected 
growth. The project, then, does not induce growth, rather it is being built in response to 
growth. Construction jobs would be short term and, therefore, would be expected to be filled 
by the existing regional workforce without inducing long-term growth.  During operations, 
Project facilities would be unoccupied but visited periodically through the year for equipment 
inspections, monitoring and testing, and maintenance as needed.  It is expected that 
operations positions would be filled with the existing workforce without relocation.  Because 
the proposed Project would not generate new long-term full-time jobs or commercial 
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businesses, construct new housing, or extend existing infrastructure, it is not expected to 
generate population growth.      
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: Existing housing would not be displaced by the construction or operation of the 
proposed Project.  The Site is on land that is currently vacant and unsuitable for residential 
use.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
 
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Fire protection? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact:  Fire protection in the City of Commerce is provided by the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACFD). The closest fire station to the Site is Station 27 at 6031 
Rickenbacker Road approximately 4 minutes from the Site.  The proposed Project would be 
designed and constructed to follow LACFD requirements for access and fire water supply.  
The final design would be subject to LACFD review and approval.  The presence of oil in 
transformers onsite would require submittal of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan on the 
California Environmental Reporting System with an emergency response plan with 
emergency coordinator contact information and mechanisms for emergency access to the 
unoccupied Project Site.  Onsite roads would be constructed with a compacted subgrade and 
paved surface.  All electrical systems for the Projects would be required to be constructed in 
accordance with applicable codes.  With adherence to these requirements, the Project is not 
expected to create a capacity or service level shortfall related to fire protection.  No new or 
modified government facilities would be needed to provide fire protection for the Project.  
Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 

Police protection? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
No Impact: The proposed Project would be located in the City of Commerce which contracts 
police protection from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department.  Services for the Site 
area is from the East Los Angeles Sheriff’s Station at 5019 E. Third Street, Los Angeles, 
approximately 16 minutes from the Site.  Construction and operation of the Project would not 
generate a material demand on police services.  The Site would be fenced with controlled 
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access gates that would avoid the need for routine police protection services.   Security 
cameras and alarms would be monitored remotely.  Construction and operation of the Project 
are not expected to generate population growth.  Project facilities would be typically 
unoccupied during operation.  Considering these factors, the proposed Project would not 
result in an adverse impact on police service response times, service ratios, or other 
performance objectives, nor would it result in the need for new or modified police facilities.  
No new or modified government facilities are needed to provide police protection for the 
Project.  Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 

Schools? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
No Impact: As described in Response XIV(a) above, the proposed Project would not 
generate population growth.  Therefore, no new demands on school facilities would occur, 
and there would be no impact on school capacities, service levels or performance objectives. 
 The proposed Project would not require new or physically altered school facilities. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 
 

Parks?     
No Impact: As described in Response XIV(a) above, the proposed Project would not 
generate population growth.  Therefore, no new demands on park facilities would occur and 
there would be no impact on park capacities, service levels or performance objectives.  The 
proposed Project would not require new or physically altered park facilities. Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 
 

Other public facilities? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
No Impact: As described in Response XIV(a) above, the proposed Project would not 
generate population growth or extend infrastructure.  It would not create a substantial new 
demand for services and would not require new or physically altered public facilities.  
Therefore, there would be no impact related to new or physically altered government 
facilities. 
 
XVI. RECREATION -- 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: As described in Response XIV(a) above, the proposed Project would not 
generate population growth.  Additionally, it would not displace, affect access to, or otherwise 
physically affect any park or recreational facility.  Therefore, no increase or change would 
occur in the use of any park or recreational facility.  Therefore, the proposed Project would 
not result in or accelerate physical deterioration of any park or recreational facility. 
 
b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

No Impact: As described in Response XIV(a) above, the proposed Project would not 
generate population growth.  Additionally, it would not displace, affect access to, or otherwise 
physically affect any existing park or recreational facility nor does it propose any new 
recreational facility.  Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
XVII. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, 
roadways, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Project-related trips would be generated primarily during 
construction. Construction would occur over a six to twelve month period during which the 
peak number of construction workers is expected to be approximately 40.  In addition, 
deliveries during construction would generate an estimated 5 round trips spread throughout 
the day during peak construction activities.  Construction worker and delivery traffic would 
temporarily and incrementally add to existing traffic on Garfield Avenue, Slauson Avenue, 
and other arterial roads between the Project and Interstates 5 and 710. California’s Office of 
Planning and Research CEQA guidelines on Evaluating Traffic Impacts (California Office of 
Planning and Research, 2018) suggests that projects generating less 110 trips per day can 
be assumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.  Considering the 
aforementioned expected workforce and deliveries during peak construction, trip generation 
would be below the 110 trips per day and, therefore, can be considered less than significant. 
Furthermore, the construction traffic impact would be short-term and project construction 
workers are expected to be primarily from the existing regional workforce currently 
contributing traffic to regional transportation routes. 
 
Following construction, Project facilities would be unattended and visited periodically through 
the year for equipment inspections, monitoring and testing, and maintenance as needed. 
These periodic visits during operations represent negligible trip generation and VMT.   
 
Garfield and Slauson Avenues are 4-lane Major Arterials with a 40 mile per hour speed limit. 
These roads carry extensive large truck traffic shipping goods to and from local warehouses 
and other industrial facilities and can accommodate needed construction shipments for the 
Project. Permits from the County and the State would be needed for oversize or overweight 
loads.  
 
Garfield and Slauson Avenues are bus routes serviced by the City’s municipal bus lines and 
there are bus stops due north of the Site on both of these streets near their intersection. The 
Site does not front either of these streets and no work is proposed where these bus stops are 
located.  Additional bus stops occur northbound and southbound on Garfield Avenue along 
the underground electric tie-line route, as well as on Randolph Street at Garfield Avenue.  
Work in the public right-of-way for installation of the underground electric tie-line would 
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require an encroachment permit from the City and implementation of a traffic management 
plan.   The City’s requirements for nighttime work in Major Arterials as described further 
below would avoid any conflict with public transit.   
 
The City currently does not have any bicycle facilities. Slauson Avenue in the Project vicinity 
is recommended for improvement to a Class II Bicycle Lane with striping and one-way 
bicycle movement on each side (City of Commerce, 2020). Following construction, the 
Project would generate negligible vehicle trips and would not affect the planned bike lane 
improvement.  
 
Sidewalks are present at both Garfield Avenue and E. Slauson in the Project vicinity but 
there is limited pedestrian traffic in the M-2 area.  The bulk of construction work onsite would 
be set back 200 to 400 feet from the sidewalk and separated by intervening buildings. Work 
in the public right-of-way for installation of the underground electric tie-line would require an 
encroachment permit from the City with a standard condition that safe pedestrian access be 
provided at all times.    
 
The Applicant would be required to obtain a Public Works Encroachment Permit from the 
City for work in the public right-of-way.  The City’s Public Works Encroachment Permit 
standard conditions limit work in Major Arterials to weekend days (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and 
weekday nights (9:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.) to avoid significant impacts to transportation.  
Additionally, the application for the City’s Public Works Encroachment Permit would require 
submittal of a Traffic Control Plan and provision of safe pedestrian access at all times in 
addition to standard technical specifications for depth of burial, backfilling, surface 
replacement, etc. to ensure public transportation safety. Temporary use of Garfield Avenue 
during construction would require temporary closing of a series of approximately 25 – 30 foot 
wide segments. At no point during construction would Garfield Avenue be completely closed 
to traffic in either direction. The tie-line would be constructed in a sequence of approximately 
200 foot lengths for three to four days per length for an estimated construction duration of 
one month.  Work at some locations such as at splice vaults and jack-and-bore crossings of 
the railroads could take approximately two weeks due to the limited hours allowed for lane 
closures. Following construction each night, steel plates would be placed on top of any open 
or unpaved section of the trench to ensure safe vehicle operations the following day.  
 
A Traffic Control Plan would be prepared prior to issuance of an encroachment permit to 
ensure continuous and safe traffic operations on Garfield Avenue in both directions during 
the entire construction period within Garfield Avenue.  Because continuous traffic would be 
maintained in both directions on Garfield Avenue under safety measures of a Traffic Control 
Plan approved by the City including limiting lane closures to weekday nighttime and weekend 
daytime hours, and due to the short duration and length of lane closures at any given time 
and the overall short-term duration of construction in Garfield Avenue, the impact of lane 
closures is considered less than significant.  
 
Considering these factors, no aspect of the project would conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing circulation.  Therefore, the impact would be less than 
significant. 
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b) Would the Project conflict with or be 
inconsistent with the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3 Subdivision (b)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project would not conflict with guidance in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. 
 As described in Response XVII(a) above, the peak construction workforce is expected to be 
about 40 and following construction traffic would be negligible.  Project trips generated and 
associated VMT would be below the 110 trips per day that can be assumed to cause a less 
than significant trip generation impact.  Therefore, there would be no conflict with the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to 
a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact:  The proposed Project does not include any new 
construction or realignment of existing road facilities.  The Project would not require new or 
modified streets or intersections.  The Site would be accessed by an existing paved 
easement from Slauson Avenue that is capable of accommodating anticipated construction 
trip generation.    
Garfield and Slauson Avenues are 4-lane Major Arterials. These roads carry extensive large 
truck traffic shipping goods to and from local warehouse and other industrial facilities and can 
accommodate needed construction shipments for the Project. Permits from the County and 
the State would be needed for oversize or overweight loads.  
 
Considering these factors, neither construction nor operation would substantially increase 
hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. 
 
d) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: The Project is designed with an access gate and paved 
perimeter road meeting fire department access requirements.  The Project would not impact 
any emergency access offsite except for the lane closures on Garfield Avenue during 
installation of the underground electric tie-line where it is within the road. Lane closures could 
slow traffic including emergency response.  Work would occur in segments approximately 
200 feet long for trenching and shorter for the two splice vault installations so lane closures 
would be short in length at any given time. Lane closures would be at night on weekdays or 
during the day on weekends, outside of peak traffic hours. A Traffic Control Plan would be 
prepared prior to issuance of an encroachment permit to ensure continuous and safe traffic 
operations on Garfield Avenue in both directions during the entire construction period within 
Garfield Avenue.  Because continuous traffic would be maintained in both directions on 
Garfield Avenue under safety measures of a Traffic Control Plan approved by the City, and 
due to the short duration and length of lane closures at any given time and the overall short-
term duration of construction in Garfield Avenue, the impact of temporary lane closures to 
emergency access would be less than significant.  
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL 
RESOURCES -- Would the project 
cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape, that is 
geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 
 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The Project would disturb a vacant 
previously developed site and a paved street in an urbanized area. As part of investigating 
for the potential presence of tribal cultural resources that could be affected by the Project, a 
search of the CHRIS database and the NAHC’s Sacred Lands file was conducted (Appendix 
E). The results of the record search indicate there have been 11 cultural resource studies 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project, but none included the subject property. No 
archaeological resources were recorded as a result of these prior studies and no tribal 
cultural resources were identified in the Sacred Lands file. There are no designated State or 
local tribal cultural resources or tribal resources eligible for listing within or adjacent to the 
Project footprint.  Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would mitigate the potential for impact to an 
unknown archaeological resource if discovered during construction excavations. 
 
 
b) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1.  In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The Project would disturb a vacant 
previously developed site and a paved street. The records search additionally revealed that 
there are no known archaeological sites within the Project area or within 0.5 miles of the 
subject property. There are no known significant tribal resources within or adjacent to the 
Project footprint. A record search of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands File was conducted and 
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results were negative for the presence of Native American cultural resources in the Project 
area (Appendix E).  Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would mitigate the potential for impact to an 
unknown resource if a significant resource were to be discovered during construction 
excavations. The NAHC-suggested Native American Tribal contacts have been notified of 
the project and opportunity to consult (Appendix E). To date, no responses have been 
received.    
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated: The Project would not 
discharge wastewater or have any effect on any wastewater treatment system. The Project 
would not use natural gas. The Project water demand would be minimal, consisting of a 
temporary demand for construction and periodic flushing of hydrants during operations.  The 
Project would include installation of redundant dedicated fiber optic lines between the Site 
and the Laguna Bell Substation. One or more fiber optic lines would be co-located with the 
underground electric tie-line; a fiber optic line may also be installed overhead on existing 
poles on Garfield Avenue.    Considering these factors, the Project would not require 
relocation or construction of new or expanded, water, wastewater, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities in a manner that could cause significant environmental effects.  
 
The Project design includes stormwater controls that would collect runoff from the Site and 
store the increase in peak flow due to development of impervious surfaces so there would be 
no increase in peak flow discharge from the Site for the design storms.  The Project would 
discharge stormwater through an underground pipe into the existing underground Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District underground box culvert at a location near the west 
end of the site on Garfield Avenue.  The Project would be required to obtain a permit from 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District to construct the connection, and no improvements 
are needed beyond the connection point since peak flow would not increase. The stormwater 
controls are part of the Project Description with impacts analyzed in other sections of this 
initial Study and shown to be less than significant, including mitigation where applicable. 
 
A 230 kV underground electric tie-line and dedicated redundant fiber optic lines would be 
required to connect the Project to the Laguna Bell Substation. Impacts are described and 
evaluated in other sections of this Initial Study.  The interconnections to the Laguna Bell 
Substation are part of the Project Description with impacts analyzed in other sections of this 
Initial Study and shown to be less than significant, including mitigation where applicable. 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Project water demand would be minimal, consisting of a 
temporary demand for construction and periodic fire hydrant flushing during operations.  The 
facility would be unattended and does not include sanitary facilities or other water needs.  
Long term water use would be negligible since the Project would normally not use any water. 
Therefore, the impact on long-term water supply would be less than significant. 
 
c) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The proposed Project would be unattended and would not need wastewater 
services.  No potable water or permanent sanitary facilities are proposed.  Portable sanitary 
facilities would be used onsite for construction with regular pumping and maintenance by a 
licensed contractor.  Because there would be no need for wastewater service to the Site, 
there would be no impact. 
 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of 
State or local standards, or in excess of 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact: Most construction waste streams would consist of recyclable 
materials such as wood pallets, plastic and paper packaging and scrap metal that can be 
taken to a waste recycling center. Under the City’s Construction & Demolition Ordinance, the 
Project would be required to recycle or reuse at least 65% of the total Construction & 
Demolition (C & D) debris generated, and a Construction & Demolition Waste Management 
Plan would be required prior to issuance of building permits. Construction waste would only 
be generated for a short period of time.  The City of Commerce has 11 approved commercial 
haulers to collect MSW and C&D debris from the site. There are 8 landfills in the surrounding 
area that have enough capacity for the waste generated by the Project. The closest facility is 
Savage Canyon Landfill with a permitted capacity of 350 tons per day and a remaining 
capacity of 3.8 million tons. The estimated end operation date for this MSW landfill is 
December 2048. Total waste generated by the proposed Project during construction and 
operation would not be substantial relative to landfill capacity. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 
Quantities of non-hazardous and hazardous waste generated by routine operations would be 
negligible.  At the end of battery life, battery modules would be removed from the battery 
racks and returned to the manufacturer or their approved and permitted recycling partner(s) 
for dismantling, material processing and recovery.   
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The Project would be expected to meet all State and local solid waste standards and 
infrastructure is in place to accommodate Project needs. Therefore, the impact would be less 
than significant.   
 
e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The proposed Project would be required to comply with all relevant statutes and 
regulations, and the Project as proposed would not conflict with any statute or regulation for 
solid waste. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
XX. WILDFIRE - If located near a State 
Responsibility Area or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is not near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as a very 
high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). The City and surrounding areas are developed 
with no nearby State Responsibility Areas, wildlands or VHFHSZs. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and 
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants 
to, pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is not near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as a 
VHFHSZ. The City and surrounding areas are developed with no nearby State Responsibility 
Areas, wildlands or VHFHSZs. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
c) Require the installation of 
maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

No Impact: The Project is not near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as a 
VHFHSZ. The City and surrounding areas are developed with no nearby State Responsibility 
Areas, wildlands or VHFHSZs. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
d) Expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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or drainage changes? 

No Impact: The Project is not near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as a 
VHFHSZ. The City and surrounding areas are developed with no nearby State Responsibility 
Areas, wildlands or VHFHSZs. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE -- 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated: The Project is in the midst of 
a region that has been urbanized for many decades and there are no natural areas on the 
Site or in the vicinity. The Site is within a redevelopment district surrounded by industrial 
uses and is a portion of a property remediated by DTSC for contamination by previous 
industrial uses.  No special status species are known to occur.  The Applicant has committed 
to evaluating the palm trees to be removed for the possible presence of active bird nests if 
the trees would be removed during nesting season (February 15 to August 31), and to 
avoiding disturbance to the active nest of any protected bird.  With protection for nesting 
birds through  compliance with the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 
nest protection regulations, the Project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, nor reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal.  Furthermore, there are no structures on the Project Site and no significant historic or 
prehistoric resources are known to occur onsite or along the electric tie-line optional routes.  
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would ensure that in the event of a cultural resource 
discovery, work in the area would promptly cease until the discovery is evaluated by a 
qualified cultural resource specialist and treated in a manner to limit impacts to a less than 
significant level through avoidance or proper research and documentation.    
b) Does the project have impacts that 
are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated:  As described in preceding 
sections of this Initial Study checklist, the Project would have no adverse impact on 
aesthetics, agricultural or forest lands, wasteful or inefficient energy consumption, land use 
planning, mineral resources, population, housing, public services, recreation, or wildfire. The 
Project would not conflict with any air quality plan and would be expected to contribute 
toward a reduction in fuel-burning emissions in the region through more effective use of 
renewable energy sources. It would not impact special-status plant or animal species or 
important natural habitat, or conflict with any wildlife management plan. The Project would 
help to attain State and local goals for renewable energy resources and energy storage 
consistent with goals for reduction of GhG emissions.   The Project would be consistent with 
the City Zoning ordinance with issuance of a conditional use permit.  Because the Project 
would have no impact or conflict in these topic areas, there is no potential for the Project to 
have a cumulative effect in these topic areas with other past, current, or probable future 
projects.     
Air quality cumulative impacts are addressed in Section III of this Initial Study checklist and 
are less than significant individually and cumulatively. 
  
No significant cultural resources are known to occur on or adjacent to the Project footprint.  
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would ensure that impacts to cultural resources are 
mitigated in the event of an unexpected cultural resource discovery so that there are no 
cumulative impacts.    

The Project would have no cumulative impact related to geology or soils.  The Project would 
not impact important mineral resources or unique geologic features.  Geologic hazards, by 
nature, are facility-specific and do not have the potential for cumulative effects.  The Project 
would have no impact on seismic hazards at other locations, and no other reasonably 
foreseeable project could affect seismic hazards at the site.  Therefore, there is no 
cumulative impact related to seismic shaking.   
Construction of the Projects would require the use of fuels, lubricants, and other hazardous 
materials typical of construction sites and would be short term.  No cumulative impact is 
anticipated.  The facility would be unoccupied, and operations would not typically require 
handling of hazardous materials.  The proposed use of the Site is consistent with DTSC’s 
selected remedy for the site developed to be protective of human health and the 
environment.  Based on a search of government records, no hazardous materials are 
expected to be encountered during offsite construction of the underground interconnections.  
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2 and HAZ-3 would mitigate Project impacts related to 
hazardous materials to a less than significant impact, and no cumulative impact is 
anticipated.   

The Project would not violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirements or 
have an adverse impact on water quality.  Therefore, there would be no cumulative effect in 
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these areas.  There would be no cumulative impact to hydrology because the Site would be 
designed in accordance with to drain to the same County-maintained system as existing 
conditions.  The final grading plan would be subject to review and approval by the City for 
conformance with the MS4 permit.   

Construction noise would be short term and, following construction, the Project would not be 
a source of loud noise.  The facility would comply with General Plan Policy noise levels.  
Considering these factors, the cumulative noise impact would not be considerable. 

As described in Section XVII of this Initial Study checklist, the Project would generate 
negligible traffic once construction is complete. Following construction, operations would 
typically be unattended, with routine monitoring and maintenance occurring during 
occasional site visits, which would be a negligible traffic impact.  The Project would not 
involve new construction or realignment of any roads.  The Project would conform with 
applicable plans, ordinances, and policies related to transportation, including the requirement 
for work in the Garfield Avenue right-of-way being limited to off-peak hours of weekday nights 
and weekend days.  Construction is expected to generate less than 110 trips per day and 
construction impacts would be short-term.  Considering these factors there would not be 
significant cumulative traffic impacts. 

There are no known significant tribal resources within or adjacent to the Project footprint.  
Mitigation Measure CUL-1, if adopted, would mitigate the potential for impact to an unknown 
resource if a significant resource were to be discovered during construction excavations. 
Native American Tribal contacts have been notified of the project and opportunity to consult 
(Appendix E). To date, no responses have been received.  
 
Considering the factors addressed above, the Project would not have significant cumulative 
impacts with mitigation incorporated. 
 
c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project does not have 
the potential for environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly, other than those addressed in preceding sections of this 
Initial Study checklist. As described in preceding sections of this Initial Study checklist, the 
Project would have no adverse impact on aesthetics, agricultural or forest lands, wasteful or 
inefficient energy consumption, land use planning, mineral resources, population, housing, 
public services, recreation, or wildfire. The Project would not conflict with any air quality plan 
and would be expected to contribute toward a reduction in fuel-burning emissions in the 
region through more effective use of renewable energy sources. It would not impact special-
status plant or animal species or important natural habitat, or conflict with any wildlife 
management plan. The Project would help to attain State and local goals for renewable 
energy resources and energy storage consistent with goals for reduction of GhG emissions. 
The Project would be consistent with the City Zoning ordinance with issuance of a conditional 
use permit. The Project would not have substantial adverse effects related to geology and 
soils, hydrology, water quality, noise, transportation, or utilities.  With recommended 
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Impact 
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Significant 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

mitigation measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 identified in Sections V and 
IX, respectively, of this Initial Study checklist, the Project would have less than significant 
impacts related to cultural resources, Tribal resources, and hazardous materials. There 
would be no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts with these mitigation measures 
incorporated.   

 

3.4 List of Preparers 
 

TRC Solutions, Inc. 
17911 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 400 
Irvine, CA 92614 
(949) 727-9336 
 

Joseph Stenger, PG, Project Director 
Richard Burke, Senior Consultant 
Matthew Wetherbee, RPA, Senior Archaeologist 
Samantha Stuart, Engineer 
Michael Riley, Senior Environmental Scientist - Air Quality 
Haley DeLong, Environmental Scientist - GhG 

 

3.5 References/Sources Cited 
 

 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0.  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/user-guide-
2021/01_user-39-s-guide2020-4-0.pdf?sfvrsn=6  
 
California Department of Conservation, 2021a.  California Geological Survey Geologic EQ 
Zapp: California Earthquake Hazard Zone Application. 
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geohazards/eq-zapp.  Site visited October 4, 2021. 
 
California Department of Conservation, 2021b.  California Geological Survey Los Angeles 
County Tsunami Hazard Areas. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/tsunami/maps/los-angeles. 
 Site visited October 5, 2021. 
 
California Department of Water Resources, 2004.  Bulletin 118 California’s Groundwater, 
Coastal Plain of Los Angeles Groundwater Basin, Central Subbasin. Updated February 27, 
2004. https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Bulletin-118/Files/2003-Basin-Descriptions/4_011_04_CentralSubbasin.pdf. Site 
visited November 18, 2021. 
 
California Office of Planning and Research, 2018.  Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA.  https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/20190122-
743_Technical_Advisory.pdf  Site visited October 6, 2021. 
 



 

CEQA Initial Study April 2022 
Section 3 – CEQA Initial Study Checklist 58 
 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2007.  Order No. 01-182, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and urban Runoff 
Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles, and the Incorporated Cities Therein, Except the 
City of Long Beach.  Amended August 9, 2007 by Order R4-2007-0042. 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/la_ms4/01-
182/Order%20No.%2001-
182%20as%20amended%20by%20writ_021011_final%20strikeout%20vers.pdf  
 
City of Commerce, 2020.  Commerce Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan.  October 2020.  Online: 
https://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/city-hall/public-works/bicycle-and-pedestrian-master-plan-
project. Site visited October 19, 2021.   
 
City of Commerce, 2008.  City of Commerce 2020 General Plan.  Available online at 
https://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/Home/ShowDocument?id=76.  Site visited October 5, 2021. 
 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 2020.  Prospective Purchaser Agreement & 
Covenant Not to Sue, In the Matter of: Porcelain Metals Corporation AKA California Metal 
Enameling Company (CAMEO), 6904 E. Slauson Avenue, Commerce, California 90040, 
Settling Respondent Commerce Energy Storage, LLC.  Draft Revised June 2, 2020. 
 
DTSC, 2017.  Current Conditions Report, CAMEO Site (Lot 2), Site Code No. 300546-SM, 6904 
East Slauson Avenue, City of Commerce, California.  June 9, 2017. 
 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc (EDR), 2021.  T-Line, Los Angeles, CA.  Inquiry Number: 
6692400.2s.  October 6, 2021. 
 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 2006.  FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook. 
August 2006. https://rosap.ntl.bts.gov/view/dot/8837/dot_8837_DS1.pdf?%20  
 
FEMA, 2021.  National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette, https://msc.fema.gov.  Site visited 
October 5, 2021. Map Number 06037C1810F. 
 
LSA, 2021.  Focused Noise Impact Analysis, Gateway Energy Storage Expansion, Otay Mesa, 
San Diego County, California.  July 2021. 
 
LSA, 2017.  Focused Noise Impact Analysis, Gateway Energy Storage, Otay Mesa, San Diego 
County, California.  May 2017. 
 
Southern California Edison, 2021.  The Clean Power and Electrification Pathway.  The Clean 
Power and Electrification Pathway | Edison International. Site visited October 18, 2021. 
 
Stantec, 2021.   Proposed Commerce Battery Energy Storage System Geotechnical 
Investigation Report. July 5, 2021. 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2021.  National Wetlands Inventory.  
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/documents/Viewing-Wetlands-With-Google-Earth.pdf. Site visited 
November 12, 2021. 
 
US Geological Survey (USGS), 1972.  7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map of the South Gate, California 
Quadrangle. Photorevised 1972. https://store.usgs.gov/map-locator. Site visited November 16, 
2011. 
 



 

CEQA Initial Study April 2022 
Section 3 – CEQA Initial Study Checklist 59 
 

USGS, 1981.  7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map of the South Gate, California Quadrangle. 
Photorevised 1981. https://store.usgs.gov/map-locator. Site visited November 16, 2011. 
 
USGS, 2018.  7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map of the South Gate, California Quadrangle. 
Photorevised 1981. https://store.usgs.gov/map-locator. Site visited November 16, 2011. 
 
   
 





























































































































































































































































































 

 
 18  

 
 

 


	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	1
	1.0
	1.1 Project Overview
	1.2 California Environmental Quality Act
	1.3 Environmental Review

	Figure 1:  Site Location (8 ½ x 11)
	2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	2
	2.0
	2.1 Project Design

	Figure 2:  Site Location Aerial (8 ½ x 11)
	Figure 3:  230 kV Tie-Line Route (8 ½ x 11)
	Figure 4a:  Preliminary Site Plan – Enclosure Option (11 x 17)
	Figure 4b:  Preliminary Site Plan – Building Option (11 x 17)
	2.2 Operation
	2.3 Safety
	2.4 Construction
	2.5 Schedule

	3.0 CEQA INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
	3
	3.0
	3.1  Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
	3.2 Determination
	3.3  Evaluation of Impacts

	APPENDICES.pdf
	9-30-21 Final Draft OMP Commerce Energy Site.pdf
	Signature Page
	Contents
	List of Figures
	Acronyms and Abbreviations

	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Purpose and Organization
	1.2 Project Management

	2. SITE BACKGROUND
	2.1 Site History and Surrounding Land Use
	2.2 Site Investigation and Remediation Activities
	2.2.1 Site Geology and Hydrogeology
	2.2.2 Previous Investigation and Remediation Activities
	2.2.2.1 Initial Phase of Investigation and Remediation
	2.2.2.2 Second Phase of Investigation and Remediation
	2.2.2.3 Health Risk Assessment



	3. SITE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN
	3.1 Well Gauging, Purging, and Sampling Procedures
	3.2 Laboratory Analysis
	3.3 Quality Assurance/Quality Control Samples
	3.4 Data Quality Review
	3.5 Reporting

	4. LAND USE COVENANT
	5. REFERENCES

	Appendix D CalEEMod.pdf
	Attachment D1.pdf
	Sheet1


	9-30-21 Final Draft OMP Commerce Energy Site.pdf
	Signature Page
	Contents
	List of Figures
	Acronyms and Abbreviations

	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Purpose and Organization
	1.2 Project Management

	2. SITE BACKGROUND
	2.1 Site History and Surrounding Land Use
	2.2 Site Investigation and Remediation Activities
	2.2.1 Site Geology and Hydrogeology
	2.2.2 Previous Investigation and Remediation Activities
	2.2.2.1 Initial Phase of Investigation and Remediation
	2.2.2.2 Second Phase of Investigation and Remediation
	2.2.2.3 Health Risk Assessment



	3. SITE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN
	3.1 Well Gauging, Purging, and Sampling Procedures
	3.2 Laboratory Analysis
	3.3 Quality Assurance/Quality Control Samples
	3.4 Data Quality Review
	3.5 Reporting

	4. LAND USE COVENANT
	5. REFERENCES


	Figure 4a_r.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	SITE PLAN


	Figure 4b_r.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	SITE PLAN (2)





